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T may perhaps be expected, that I thould 
offer fome apology for fo large a treatife 
concerning the bare Authority of a few 
Epittles, which are looked upon by fome as of 
too little fignificancy to be made the fubject of 
a public debate, and are valued by others for 
the abfolute merits of their fentiment and com- 
pofition, not for their fuppofed relation to thofe 
great names, under which they have been 
Hitherto Peeclved: 

BuT. whatever opinion is entertained of 
the Pieces themfelves; the reception of an epi- 
{tolary RasA paneeacs, which falfely oshie ey 
to the names of Cicero and Brut us, mult needs 
be attended with a corruption of daaiton as well as 
with miftaken apprehenfions of the att impor- 
tant affairs of the Roman Republic. The e compo- 
fitions of Writers of fuch eftablithed and un- 
rivaled reputation, and who flourithed at that 
precife period of time when the Roman arts and 
Janguage had arrived at their laft perfection 
ie purity, would be naturally referred to as 
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n writing ; and their 


private Letters efpecially might be juftly ex- 


eed to deliver, not « 
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fal Regni inftrumentum. 


Citi de Aas ceette 
ib.15. Sed inftrumentum 

ad Leptdiaa et 
Hirt 


= : 
Brut. Ep. ad 
} Dyer 
ad Dru. 
weirs Jalaty 
regni de atum 


Antonium, i.e. Copiae (ut 


£ L 

us loquitur) ¢ ‘aefaris. Bud: 

us apud Rob. Steph. Thef. in 
VOC. Cy umentum. A writing 
or inftrument of the Eftate 
Royal. Coop .Thef. ibid.— 
De Interregno Wn NO, «Va 


P. Manut. in Ep. a id Brut. i 
5-—— Rhoc dii — duas legatio 
nes ad Dolabellam miferunt ; 


et quidem novo exemplo, con 


tra leges ipforum , prohibe nti- 

bus lis, gui tum " magiftratum 
‘ a : 

gerebant. [P. Lentulus, Ep. 


Kam. xil. 15.] Quem tamen a 


Phodiis exclujum fut/sfe feripfit 


and events, 


:dge the 
who have occafionally ap- 
1eftion to their refpective 


only the moft accurate 
judgments and deferiptions of the cuftoms, con- 
4 the 


tne 


Republic in general, 
relations of all thofe 
the motives 


could not but perfectly under- 
prodicy ion of which they 


confiderable fhare. 


practice of ma- 


Antiquities, Chrono- 


But the fovereign im- 
hefe Epi iftles to the purpofe of a 
ory is moft remarkably evinced from 


M. Brutus. [Ep. ad Cic. un. 4.| 
Ufferii Annal. ad A.M. 396 . 
Dolabellam a Tullio ‘et Dejo- 
taro caefum fugatumque fuifle, 

ad Satrium legatum C. Trebo- 
nit fcripfit Cythereus quicain ; 
cujus Graecam ea de re Epi- 
ftolam ad Ciceronem mifit M. 

Brutus ;—[Brut. Ep. i. 6.] Sed 
falfus tlle rumor fuit. Ibid. 
Brutus, —~mifiis ad Caefarem 


literis, ut Antonio refifteret ac 
fecum in grat! am rediret horta- 


batur, [ Dio. p- 34 40-] licet in 
fuis ad Ciceronem literis longe 
alios ille SOT pre fe tulerit, 
[ Ep. Brut. i. 16.) Ibid 
v. Funttii saat de virili ae- 
tat. linguae Latinae, cap. il, 


§. 13, 14. 
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a late celebrated performance, which, though the 
Title of it carries nothing more than The Hiftory 
of Cicero's Life, yet nught properly enough be call- 
ed, The Hiftory.of Crcero’s ‘Times [6]. The 
learned Author has thought fit to incorporate the 
ereatett part of fuch ufeful memoirs of thofe times 
into the body of his work, and to depend upon 
their fingle evidence, fon Se age a multi- 
tude of Pofitions and hiftorical Facts, and for 
ftating the conduct and characiers of feveral 
eminent Perfons; and that in direct oppofition, 
not only to general tradition and the concurrent 
authorities of the beft Hiftorians, whether La- 
tin or Greek; but even to the Epiftles and other 
writings of Crcero, which are allowed by all to 
be undoubtedly genuine. As a this fatherlefs 
offspring was not only to be a a pted in com 
mon with Cicero’s imate but di ftin- 
guifhed with that prudent epartia ly which is 
ufed to fupply the want of natural proportion 
and foundnefs with an extraordinary meafure of 
per ental indulgence. | 

Ir is not to be wondered, that the courfe of 
our controverfy has afforded me many oc cafions 
of exemplifying this obfervation. For, though 
all the Epiftles, excepting the firft, which does not 
bear any certain chronological mark, make pre- 
tence of being written within the com spas of 


.. [8] Pref. to Dr. Middleton's 1741. Quarto. 
Life of Cicero, p. xix. Lond. 


A 3 four 
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four months, from the beginning of April to thé 
‘end of July [¢ c]5 yet, agreea ably y to their fufpis 
cious character, they many times recollect or 
prophetically Bey the moft confiderable 
events of a period of more than /eventeen months, 
or of the whole interval between the Ides of 
March, when Cafar was killed, and Auguft 
rg'* of the following year, when Oéd/avis en- 
ais into his Confulthip. And as this is a 
eriod moft diftinguit hed of any in the whole 
compa & of the Roman Hiftory, for the variety 
of ‘ts charaGters and the multiplicity of its 
for thofe critical and fudden viciffi- 


7 eC 7° : > 
tudes of fortune, which attended the utmotft 
lam *! ehy a. Dist eae ele eee 24 ee late 
ef the friends of Liberty and the laft 
Weianet.2 Akl 4H oe te Se ft uf 
ftrugeles of the « iets Republic ; fo it pof- 
ee rt c 4 


fefies a fhare very Athy y propor tioned to-its im- 
portance in The Hijfiory of Cicero’s Times. 
~ In order therefore: to make a.complete re- 
entation of the hiftorical merits of the Epi- 
ftles; befides the affairs of Brutus and Caffus 
in the ae of Macedoma and Syria, and 
ntal queftions relating to the cu- 
ms and con{titution of the Republic, and to 
the times and other \cirvcumftances of more pri- 
vate and particular ‘facts ; I have been led to 
confider the ftate of the public confufions in 
the city, which enfued’ upon Ce/ar’s death ; 


7 FIC 7 
Val 1Ous incide 


c] Dr. Ma aleton's Prefatory M. J. Cicero to M. Brutus, 
Diflertati ion to the Expitt les of pe 125. Lond. 1743. 


the 
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tle motives of Cicero’s fuddenly retiring from 
the city, when Brutus and the accomplices of 
the murder continued in the greateft height of 
popularity and power |]; the common enmity 
of Gicero and Oéfavius towards Antony, and 
their intercourfe with each other, both before 
Cicero’s intended voyage to Greece, and after 
his firft return to the city on the Jaf of Augu/t ; 


the interefts of Odfavius, even after the latter 
had given the moft manifeft indications of his 


a{piring to his uncle Cefar’s ereatnels, and of 


his early refolution to revenge his murder [e] ; 
the grounds of Brutus’s complaints on this head 
before his leaving Italy about the tot» of the 
following Odfober, and of that refentment which 
he expreffed againft Ogfavius in his public 
Speeches [ f ], as well as in his private Letters to 
Cicero and Atticus; the honours decreed by 
Cicero to Oéfavius the beginning of the next 
year, when he was invefted with the legal com- 


_ [d] Occifo Caefare, cum berationes eas, quas habebat 
Refpublica penes Brutos efle et [Antonius] domi de Republica 
Caffium, ac tota civitas fe ad principes civitatis adhibebat. 
eos convertife videretur, &c. Philipp. 1. in init. 
Nepos in vita Attic. Ad deli- 
[2] Hoc opus, haéc pietas, haec prima elementa fuerunt 
Caefaris ; ulcifci jufta per arma patrem. 
Ovid. Faft. 1. iit. 
[F] Bruti conciones fal{a bent. Tacit. Annal. 1. 4. ¢. 
quidem in Avguftum probra, 34- 
fed multa cum acerbitate ha- 
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mand of his army, and received, in conjuri 
ction with the new Confuls, the noinrgiiee of 
t again{t Antony before Modena ; the con- 
& yi events of the two battles which were 
re, the one on the 15%, the other 
about the 26" of the following pri; the 
{tate of the city and circumftances of Odfavius 
un the interval between Antony's flight from 
Modena and his being received by Lepidus on 
the 29" of May ; and the confequent league of 


<< 


Odfavius with the united Generals, which intro- 
Gauced his forcible demand of the Confulfhip, 
the profecution of the accomplices of Ce/ar’s 


nurder, and the total alteration of the public 


ei unment 
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iHE learned Author of The Hiffory of Cice- 


ros Life declares, that the Epiftles are the beft 

vouchers of wrat he remarks concerning Cicero 
+ Cc 

esl i Dhaed bot shel eee ee 

Gna L7UITUS ; the DYrIncips il A ctor 5 in thi 1S {cene of 


+ } y ba / . 
S44 94 an ats ty oer bk 9 pe ie th 
alidlils 5 dl id tiat the Vig nable “ZS ZO So 771 Lie pur- 
/ 


Cf! judgin “nt of the a WL rent [pir it and conduct 
ee a ee 5 [ 4 i ee 1 a ra 

of tle 772€72 | zl. On the other hand, when he 
comes to vindicate the Epiftles t aerate In 


’ { 1 


Ley eave hor ig aa a SS eee: mee: ‘(as ; 
brurlus Dyk VS DE 50 We ik Cage 1) Md atient, Guervru- 


if dn ry VO 48 yOTPAA bh) 

fous, dogmat ymer ; agreeable to the fierce- 
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neis and haughtinels of his nature: Jz Ciceroe’s 


ale tue calinne/s, prudence and management of 
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P RVESKF AC E. 1X 
on the prefervation of his\country ; and it is this 
different fpirit, continues he, fo agreeable to the 
characters of the men, which mabes the Epiftles 
themfelves fo much admired by all, who read them 
with any judgment or attention [4]. Thus the 
Epiftles are made the main evidences of the 
different {pirit and chara&ters of the men, and 
again the diftinctions of their charaers are 
urged as the grand argument of the truth and 
particular excellency of the Epiftles. But fince 
the characters of Perfons are the natural. refult 
of their actions and condué&t ; it was necefiary 
to enlarge our hiftorical inquiries into the real 
conduct of Crcero and Brutus, as far as they 
are formally compared in the Epiftles, from the 
time of Ce/ar’s death; and my proper bufi- 
nefs of collecting the {cattered remains and of 
adjuftine the times of their original correfpon- 
dence of Letters gave me the Opportunity of 
carrying the comparifon ftill higher, 

Tuts correfpondence is found to have been 
regularly carried on through a period of feven 
years before Brutus’s laft departure out of Jfa- 
/y; and therefore very probably fupplied the ori- 
ginal collection of their Letters, which retained 
its integrity till after the age of Nonius Mar- 
cellus, and confifted of eizht books. As we 
may collect from many intimations of true hi- 
ftory, that the correfpondence was not conti- 


[4] Pref. Diff. p. 116, 


PREFAE E. 
nued, on Brutus’s fide, after his departure out 
of Italy ; fo the fuppofition moft favourable to 
the Epiftles fill extant is, that the colleétion 
diftinguifhed in the Editions with the title of a 
jirft book was current in Nonzus’s time under 
‘the title of a minth book of Czcero’s Epiftles to 
} - Fence the conjecture 1s natural, that 


Deg #715 
BV uUits. 


this collection might be intended for a fupple- 


ut to the eight books of the original corre- 
fsondence: but that it did not meet with uni- 


(om are) 237 1 
{pondence ; 


f 

verfal reception 77 conjunction with the other, 
appears from its being weknown when five Epi- 
(Hes of the original correfpondence were in- 
ferted into the fyftem of the familar Epiftles, 


i from its being joined in an unnatural al- 


sJuad S 
fpurions, _figpplemental Epifile, 


spittle to Offavius [7], when Petrarch firtt 


-red it to the Republic of Letters. 
The few Epiftles diftinguifhed in the Editions 
with the title of a /écond book, made their 
appearance a confiderable time after the former 

: and this indication of their 


¥ ae af >) -o> LAYTeETC 
were recovered ; a 


trial of Brutus and Caffius. The 
drefled to Cicero, alludes to the colle€tion of the Letters of C7z- 
words of the Epiftle to Od?a- cero’s original correfpondence 
wius; O ~~ praeceps et calami- with Odawv7us confifed of three 
fenex! Petrarch. op. p. books. A Letter of the fecond 


[7] Petrarch, in.a Letter ad- 


tote 
moa. Edit. fol. Bafil.1581- O book appears to have been 
meam calamitofam ac praecipi- written after the battles of Mo- 


tem fene@tutem! Cic.. Ep. ad deza. -M, Tull. ad Caefarem 
OGav.—This Epiftle pretends jun. lib.u. Quem periifie ita 
to be written to Ofavius, when de Rep. merentem Confulem 
he had feized the Confulfhip, doleo. Noniusin voce Meret. 


and obtained a Law for tue 


later 


PREEAC E. X1 
later exiftence is confirmed by an undiicip lined 
compofition and a rudenefs of materials, which 
muft neceflarily reduce their origine to the lower 
ages of barbarifm. 

Among the many inftances of falfity, which 
thefe Epiftles contain, rie 1 regard to the time 
and order of hiftori ‘al facts, fome are obferved 
to have taken their rife ga the pi ni tig difpo- 


fition of Cicero's familiar Epiftles. The pre- 
fent fyftem of the familiar Epittles was inju- 


dicioufly Sag from the flender remains of 
the numerous, independent, collections of Cj- 
tero’s Epiftles to diverfé Perfons, which fub- 
fitted for many centuries in their original form. 
The Letters of corre{pondence Kenran Cicero 
and each particular party were originally joined 
together in a diftiné and feparate collection, 
aid difpofed according to the order of time, 
in which they were written by the one party 
or received by the other. Some of thefe col- 
lections were publithed while Cicero was living, 
partly without his confent, and partly by his 
direCtion to his friend Ayticus. I have fug- 
gelted fome grounds of fufpicion, that the reft 
ea re likewife committed to the Bees of Af- 
zicus, who publifhed them after Cicero’s death ; 
but as l only propofe this conjeCture to the far- 
ther confideration of the learned, the Reader 
will b Seine to obferve, that the merits of 
our main queftion concerning the auth rity of 


th ga 
tne 
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the /ifpected Epittles are not the leaft affected 
by its fucceds. 

“Ir is not indeed any part of my concern to 
determine, whether thefe Epiftles were the 
productions of an antient or a modern genius. 
For though I have endeavoured to rectify the 
miftakes of fome modern Antiquarians, con- 
cerning the late recovery of feveral of Cicero’s 
nieces and the long difufe of the reft; as well as 


F 2 1 r 7 ,\rry af ey) z 1° o Tere ~?¢ a 
ro evince. by a competent number of examples, 
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of the whole interval between the ages of co Cero 


nd Petrarch; yet the learned Dr. Mid Uleton 


moit certain Criterion O} theit genuine Cnaracter, 


ret hate ee ; 

lo this criterion I will here venture to apply an 
? . ee Ne 
Epiftle of eacl k; fince the Dr. ingenuoutly 
5 ‘ i” 
loa RA Ot be yg ee aS Se ‘+ i 
profeffes himfelf ready to agree with me syn 
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forged, he fhall make very little difficulty to give 
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CICERO, inan Epiftle dated 4pri/ 22d, gives 
- + — 


a formal relation, not only of the principal events 


1 
i 


oth the battles which were fought before 


f 
Ol 


i a 


Modena, but of Antony's flight which happened 
the morning after the (eae battle [/]. Hence 


[4] Pref. Diff. p. 12. Brutus perfequit ur et Caefar. Ep. 
[7] Confules duos bonos qui- ad Brut. i. 3. That the early 
dem, fed duntaxat bonos, ami- date of this Letter is right, that 
fimus. ———= Religuias hoftium is, a greeable to the intention of 


the 


POR Ex A CoE: 


the Dr. himf{elf related, 


Xi 


that the fecond battle of 


Modena happened two or three days, and he has 


{ince aflerted, 
after the fir{t battle, 
ig [7m'. 


which was fought 
Now the fanmuliar Epittles declare 
that the true Cicero had not received 


that it happened a day or two 


April 


au- 


any 


thentic account of Antony’s flight fo late as the 
5 of the following May [n.] The fu/pected 
Cicero therefore relates the events of the fecond 
battle and the flight of Antony about Jour days 


the Letter-writer, is evident 
from the fufpected Czcero’s next 
Letter dated May 5%», which 
gives an account of Ventidius’s 
being adjudged an enemy by 
the Senate on Apri/ 27°, for 
joining Aztony in his flight from 
Modena. Ep. 5. 

[7e) Life. of .Cic. vy. ii. p: 


427. Pret. Dill,’ p. 84. 
[~]| Hoftibus futis, {pes omnis 
in te eit. FugZ/é enim ex proe- 


lio Mutinenfi dicuntur notifiimi 
Jatronum duces. Ep. Fam. x. 
14.— This Letter was written 
in anfwer to Plancus’s (Ep. 9.) 


1 which he gave an account of 


his having patied the Rhone on 
April 26, in order to relieve 
D. Brutus, who was blocked up 
in Modena. Exercitum a. d. 
fextum Kal. Maias Rhodanum 
trajeci, itineribus.—— 
Ipie—celeritate {atisfaciam.— 
Copias adduco et numero et 
genere et fidelitate fir miffimas. 
While he was cont inuing his 
march towards Modena, he re- 
ceived the firft news of the fe- 


cond battle and of D. Brutus’s 


vy 7 
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being freed from the fiege. Cum 
Rhodanuni copias trajeciflem, 
ipfe iter ad eee di- 
rigerem, in itinere de proelio 
facto, Brutoque et Mutina ob- 
fidione liberatis audivi. Ep. 11. 
Plancus’s former Letter, writ- 
ten after he had paffed the 
Rhone, was received by Cicero 
two days before any news of 
the fecond battle arrived at 
Rome. O gratam famam, bi- 
duo ante victoriam, de fubfidio 
tuo, de ftudio, de celeritate, de 
copils. Ep. 14. Whence it is 
probable, that this news arrived 
about May 5 5, but brought no 
particulars Sere nary Antony's 
flight. It is A ainrreomat that 
the fale ee, Cicero, in a Letter 
dated the fame May 5t>, copies 
the expreffion of he true Ci- 
cero, in mentioning Antony's 
flight as already known. Quan- 
topere autem interfit opprimi 
Dolabella um, profecto intelligis ; 
cum ut fceleris poenas perfol- 
vat, tum ne fit, quo fe /atro- 
num duces 


conferant. 


14 or 1 
ex Mutinen, kh fusca 


Ep. ad Brut. i. 5. 
before 


* 
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efore that battle, was actually fought, and 
thirteen ~) before it was certainly known at 
Rome that Antony was fled.———The Dr. is here 
defired to recur to his critical expedient of 
reducing the dates of thefe Epiftles toa conformity 
with their fariss and a reconciliation of the in- 
terfering accounts would be the more acceptable 
to the ned becaufe the fecond battle of 
Modena is the Afra, which the Hiftorians 
generally mean to ufe in ftating the precife 
duration of Augufius’s reign. 
in another Epiftle, under Crcere’s name, there 
is this remarkable period. Ommia quae feveré de- 
ereta funt hoc tumultu, fi aut quo dte dixt fententi- 
am pager ehfent, et nonin diem ex die dilata, aut 
guo ex tempore Jule cepta funt ut agerentur, noi 
tardata et procraftinata, bellum jam nullum babe- 
remus {o]. I fhall not here infift on that af- 
{emblage of 'Tautologies, by which this period is 
eked out to a {piritlefs and unmeaning extent ; 
but the expreflion zu diem ex die differre, as it fi- 
enifies to put of from day to day [ p}, can hardly 
be matched by any example taken from the 
monuments of purer antiquity. The Lafzs 
uled 27 dies or in dies fingulos to exprefs day after 
ie ; but the phrafe de die in diem, which is 
ne eft akin to zm diem ex die, is referred by 
> belt judges to the ages of depraved La- 
tinity, and obferved to be taken into common 
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~ 
wd 
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0) Ep ad Brut. ii. 1. cp] Mid, Ep. of Ciuc. p- $t. 
ute 


PER ES PAADCTE. 


ufe from the Latin Vulgate {qg]. In the mean 
time I am far from profe/ing mytfelf a perfect ma- 
_ fler of the whole extent of the Latin tongue [r]; 
and the Dr. will equally oblige me by contributing 
any new information, or by allowing me to have 
produced a phrafe of a later origine and ujfe than 
the age of Cicero, which, he fays, 75 the wioft 
effetiual way of attacking the Epifiles on the 
article of ftyle [s]. 

I NEED only farther advertife the Reader in 
this place, that in making reference to the Epiftles 
T obferve the diftinction of the two books, and 
the order of the Epiftles contained in each book, 
which have generally obtained in the Copies and 
principal Editions; and that not fo much upon 
the authority of long prefcription, as becaufe I 


AV 


(g] Vifum fuit—aliquid mo- 
nere de formula ex vulgata 
f{cripturae verfione in ufum fa- 
miliarem deducta, de die in di- 
em. Effe Hebraifmum nemo 
ignorat, nifi qui hofpes eft in 
facris literis. Apud Latinos 
quidem inveniuntur, quae huic 
videntur fimilia, fed revera non 
funt. Liv. v. 48. Diem de die 
profpectans, hoc eft, multos dies 
exfpectando traducens., Jz dies 


etiam dicunt, et Me diem, {ed 
fenfudiverfifimo. Ilud aequi- 
valet vulgato, de die in diem : 


hoc eft, ad unum diem, non z 

tra diem. Prius confirmat &. 
cero, Phil. i. c.2. Gu fer- 
peret in urbe infinitum malum, 


idque manaret in dies lave 
et Ep. Fam. vi.4. Ind 

gulos magis magi/que opinio b homie 
num confirmatur. Polterius il- 


luftrat Ovidius, Metam. il. 47. 


Currus petit ille paternos, 


Inque diem alipedum jus et moderamen equorum. 


Adfinis huic phrafis eft 2 diem 
wivere, Phil. it. 34. Terentii 
wero iz diem, Eunuch. A&. v. 
Scen. vii. g. eft, Donato in- 
terpretante, zz longam dilatio- 


[r] Mid. Pref. Diff, p. 113. 


nem. Chriftoph. Cellar. de 
Barbarifm, et Idiotifm. Serm, 
Latin. c. 8. de Latinit. pro- 


lapfa. 


[s] Ib. p. 115. 
| am 
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am perfuaded, that the Epiftles of the feeond. 
book were later in being than thofe of the firft,, 
and that the order of the Epiftles of each book is. 
agreeable to the real intention of their refpective 
Authors. However, for the ufe of thofe who 
may be willing to compare what I have objected 
to the Epiftles with what. is offered in their 
defence, I fubjoin a table, by which they are 
referred to each Epiftle in the Dr’s late Edition, 


Ed.Gron. L.Bat. Ed. Midd. | Ed.Gron. L. Bat. Ed. Midd. 


1692. Lond. 1692. Lond. 
Ed. Hag. Com. 1743. Ed, Hag. Com. 1743. 
1725. : 1725. 
Lib. Ep. Ep. Page | Lib.: Ep. Ep.’ Page. 
I I i 2. | kc 20 136 
a 14 88 | 1S ra ae © ye 
9 54 16 oz 164 
4 ie 7° 7 1. OF 
5 10 62 18 23 180 
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CONTENTS. 


Introd. FYNHE plea of immemorial poffeffion, in 
sh favour of the Letters, infufficient: 

pw. 

The firft Letter is fuppofed to be cited by Nonius 
Marcellus, who lived 450 years after Cicero, 5; 

The poffeffion of the reft of the firft Book carried 
up as high as Petrarch ; which would equally au- 
thorife the Epiftle to O&avius. 6. 

The Letters of the fecond Book found many years 
after, and met not with the like untverfal re~ 


ception. ie | 73 
The demand of afigning the Author and Time of 
the Forgery, unreafonable, 8, 9. 


I. That the Forgery might be fuccefsfully executed in 
the barbarous ages preceding Pettarch’s. 
The Epiftle to O&tavius impofed on Erafmus, Vi- 
ctorius, and the ableft Critics 5 And why, 10-13, 
An account of learting, and the study of Cicero’s 


works in thofe ages. I3—20, 
Thefe works not fo unknown in Petrarch’s age as 
25 reprefented., 21—26, 


But the Letters of the firft Book with the Lpiftle 
to Octavius brought to light by him, 27— 23% 
fis Letter, addreffed to Cicero, afcribed to Atti- 


cus or Corn, Nepos, 35. 
a Il. That 
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XVII 


I]. That a Sophift might have % various motives for 
the Letters in the age of Petrarch or be- 


qwriting 
fore bim. 


“Inftances of various pieces afcribed to perfons they 
tid not belong to, or carrying falfified Titless 
i 


€ 
VO ugh aACCLE de Nt. miftake, Or defien. 30—43. 
Ev CH Non! us deceived by Cice >TO himfelf. 37- 


Ill. Ibat there might be room for a Forgery of the 
Letters ae thofe of the original corre{pondence 

between Cicero and Brutus were in being. 

Inftances. of vila forgeries under the names of 

Plautus, Julius Caefar and Cicero bm elf, 44—50. 


i igh 0 Sp nt 4 ] y J DAA p> - ? AST ] 
Even Epiftles forged under Cicero’s name while 


his genuine ones were in being. 50—52. 
And Greek ones under Brutus’s name. 5254. 
Antient Imitators of Cicero’s works and particu- 
larly bis Epiftles. 59 ed 


The Forgery roreesy intended for a Supplement 
to the original correfpondence of Letters between 
Cicero avd Brutus, 62, 63. 
[V. That the Letter fuppofed to be cited by Nonius 
from the firft Book of Cicero’s Letters to Bs. 
and to be written about the end of the year in 
vbich Ceefar was killed, could not belong to the 
original collection of Letters between Cicero and 
Brutus, which confifted of eight Books. 
[t is cited from the ninth Book according to fome 
Manufcript readings of Nomius’s text. 65. 
Upon Dr. M’s fuppofition feven intire Books or 
more muft have been written after the end of that 
year; which is foewn to be impdfible, 
—lrom 
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~—Lrom the largenefs of the original Books or Vo. 
lumes of Cicero’s Letters, 66, 
——Lrom the circumftances of Cicero and Brutus $x 
this period. | CF. 
—Lrom falis in biftory, and particularly in: the 
familiar Epi/tles, | 8 —r72, 
V. That Cicero’s five genuine pifilesto Brutus, inferted 
among the familiar, belonged originally to the col- 
lection conjifting of eight Books; whence it js pro- 
bable, that no more were known when thofe few 
were fo inferted; or, that the fufpected ones, if 
then known, were not admitted into the fame place 
becaufe they did not pafs for genuine. . 
Dr, M?s account of the five only being fo inferted, 
viz. that they relate to private affairs, unfatif- 
factory ; becaufe many of the fufpected ones are of 


the fame nature »—becaufe ad familiares was not 
the antient Title of a general colle&ion of Ciceto’s 
Lpifiles sand becaufe the prefent collettion under 
that Title was compiled from all the remnants of 
many intire Volumes of Cicero’s Letters, pace aie 
§3—6, 
VI. That the original colleéion of eight Books con- 
tained a correfpondence carried on from the time 
of Cicero’s being Proconful of Cilicia till Brutus’s 
departure out of Italy; proved, from the many 
fragments of their Letters relating to that inter- 
val, and from the accounts of Quintilian, Plu- 
tarch, and the Author of the Dialogue, commonly 
afcribed to Tacitus. 87-103. 


VII. That the two famous fufpetied Letters to Ci- 


cero and Atticus (Ep. i. 16,17.] were forged 
a 2 upon 


XX 


CONTENTS. 
upon the plan, which Plutarch bas given us, of 
Brutus’s original Letters to thefe two Perfons ; 
fince they confeffedly agree with them in the main 
and their general defign. 

Their variations from the original Letters in mat- 
ters of befs moment, 11O—113. 
—In point of Time; fince they pretend to ve 
on when Brutus was in Macedonia, whereas 


writt 

thofe, which Plutarch faw, were written before 
Brutus /eft Italy. 114. 
This proved, 1. From the contents of the Extracts 
which Plutarch gives us. 115, 16. 
2. From Plutarch’s relation, to which Dr. M. ap- 
peals. 116—18, 


—Plutarch’s Authority vindicated againft the Dr.’s 
exceptions; though the argument does not reft on 
that only. 118—2>5. 
—Particularly with regard to the time of the 
breach between Antony and Cicero, 125—131. 
—And to the agreement between Octavius and 
Cicero. 132—148. 
3. From the probability of the thing itfelf: Since 
srutus, Zefore he left Italy, had fubftantial rea- 
‘ons for fufpecting Octavius and for blaming Ci- 
cero’s rafhnefs in raifing him. 133—49—53. 
VISIX. Jn the famous Letter to Atticus [Ep. i. 
17.| biftorical facis, which are improbable, viz. 

1. Cicero’s perpetually talking and requiring Bru- 
tus to write concerning the Acts of bis Conful- 
Joip near twenty years after it was over. 156, 7. 
2. His cenfuring the ait of killing Ceefar and re- 
proaching Cafca as an affafiin for tt, 158, 9. 
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—Impofible for Brutus to bring this charge againft 
Cicero, if we can judge it to be falfe. 160-3. 
3. His decreeing an Ovation to Octavius ; which 
was neither done, nor necefjary to be done for the 
end which Dr. M. affiens. £02 sah. 
4. Attica’s being reprefented as marriageable, 
when fhe could be but little more than feven years 
old, LOG aT, 
In the famous Letter to Cicero [Ep. 1. 16.] men- 
tion made of a little [crip only of Cicero’s Letter 
to Octavius being tranfmitted to Brutus ; a4 cir- 
cumftance in itfelf unaccountable. Tz 
It appears by the contents to be written in the 
interval between the battle of Modena and the 
union of Lepidus with Antony ; yet turns upon 
Cicero’s /upplication to Octavius in bebalf of Cz- 

far’s murderers; who was not in any degree for- 
midable till after that period, nor had manifefted 
any defign of revenging the murder fince the battle 

of Modena. 173—6, 


X, XI, XT, XIII. Cicero’s 4n/wer to Brutus [Ep. 
i. 15] referved for two months to make way for a 
fophifitc contrivance. 177—9, 
In the beginning betrays its impertinence, and ela- 
borately commends Meffalla for bis fludying the 
beft manner of Oratory ; whereas the true Cicero 

nd Brutus had maintained a fbarp controverfy, 
which never was decided, concerning the beft man- 
ner. 179—81. 
Copies a miftake from Plutarch and Appian in 
fuppofing Marcus Brutus the Author of faving 
Antony’s life, inftead of Decimus Brutus,1 81,2. 


a3 —~Decimus 


vans See 


A PY Soy 


dies? 
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-—Decimus proved to be the Author of it from the 
circumftances of the two Brutus’s, 186—8. 
—Hrom the teftimony of Paterculus, to which Dr. 
M. appeals. 189—91. 
— And of Cicero compared with Paterculus. 191, 
; . 
—From the Dr.’s ill fucce/s in attempting to fhew, 
a could complain of Decimus on any 
other account than bis being the Advifer of that 
fiep. 192—-201 
Is either contradittory to another Letter [Ep. i 
7.) or falfely reprefents Cicero's advice to have 
been for war, upon the death of Cefar, 203 
mas’: 

Falfely tells US, that he did not depart from the 
rity till after Brutus and Caius were driven out 
we it by the force of Antony’s Arm 206—<-12. 
Applauds Cicero’s return to Med ya cenfures 
Brutus’s departure out fi: it as difbonourable , 
whereas the former was involuntary, and the 
latter juftified by Cicero's advice, example, and 
appi QDG11I0N expreffed, # 40L only in public Sf peeches, 
but.in private Letiers to AGiogs 212-16, 
Falfely fays, that Servius firtt moved the Senate 


to grant Octavius the privilege of fuing for the 
Mosgiftracies before his regular time, and that 
Servilius alfo moved lo Joort en that time : And 
fays likewife, that Cicero firft moved to grant him 
the legal command of bis army 5 which pofitions in- 


confifient with each ¢ OL her 5 950 | 75 I 8. 
—For Cicero joined both thefe particulars in the 
fame motion, and the legal command was in the 
nature of the thing and in fat? prior to the 
I privilege 
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privilege of fuing for the Magiftracies. 218, 


19. 
— Dr. M.?s folution, that Cicero might clofé 
awith Servius’s motion 3 abfurd. 219, 20. 


—Cicero e/pecially engaged to Octavius to make 
the motion, and originally made it in the firft af- 
fembly of the Senate, in which it could be made 
to any epect. 220, J. 


XIV. Ep. i. 10. an Apology likewife for Cicero, 
reprefents him as firongly oppofing Octavius’s at- 
tempt upon the sigue a. 
—This foewn to be fais upon the teftimony of 
Plutarch, Appian, aud Dio, ah the. fufpected 
Brutus appears to have read; and from the ex- 
prefs declaration of the true Cicero, cbom Dr. M. 
thought proper to overlook. 22 5/30. 


InEp. i. 4. dated May 15‘, Brutus expreffes 
his apprehenfions of Octavius’s making an attempt 
upon the Confulfhip before be bad given the leaft 
indication of any fuch defign, which was moreover 
fo extravagant in itfelf, that no body either did or 
could entertain the leaft fufpicion of it, except Ci- 
cero himfelf. 131—4. 
He hears likewife, that Cicero was made Conful, 
which cannot be accounted for, but by fuppofing 
him to copy from the Greek Hiftorians. 235. 


XVI, XVII. Ep. i. 2. mentions a fourth Legion 
with Brutus in Macedonia, which was at that 
time with Hirtius before Modena. 236. 
——Not cuftomary, as Dr. M. afferts, for the Ro- 
man Generals to name their new-raifed Leztons 


a 4. hcordlve 
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according to the order, 1n which they themfelves 
raifed them, without regard to any other Legions 
then [ubpifting. 2375 8. 
—lf it was, this would not folve the difficulty ; 
fince the Letter declares, that Brutus had only 
five Legions, four of which appear from Hiftory 
to have been veteran, or which Brutus did not 
raife. 239, 40. 
— Since Cicero could not know, what particular 
Legion was meant, if Brutus bad diftinguifhed it 
by a numeral charaéter, relative only to the order 
of bis new-raifed Legions, 241 
It represents Brutus minutely anticipating circum- 
ftances of an event which afterwards happened, 
Antony’s flight, D. Brutus’s eruption out of Mo- 
dena, and the viétory of the Roman people ; 
vbich 1s allowed by Dr. M, to be improbable, 
242, 3. 

—Lie endeavours to remove the difficulty by alter- 
ing the date, without authority, againft the fenti- 
ment of the L. iter and the exprefs teftimony of a 
(ubsequent one, 144—50, 
mentions Brutus’s having a difcretionary power 
fo carry on the war againft Dolabella ;—a fak 
jae at the time when the Letter is dated. 

252, 3. 

ably advanced from a mifconfruction 
of what the true Cicero declared in an Oration 
d Letter te Caffius, 259, 4. 


p. 1 nentions anoth - fall We fa, that Ci- 
AIO led Brutus LO Car?Y On ibe War against 
Jol efore the battle of Modena 5 fo which 
t bi n2 bas been replied, 255- 
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The Sophift betrays in it an ignorance of the con- 
cife form of a Senate’s decree, and falfifies the 
matter of tt. 256, 7. 


XVIII, XIX. Ep.i. 3. dated April 22*, relates 
the events of both the battles before Modena and 
the death of Panfa; whereas Panfa died after the 
fecond battle, which battle could not be heard of 
at Rome till many days after the date of the 


Letter. 258—261, 
Mentions the form of aSenates decree, which was 
both improper and impraéticable. 266, 7. 


InEp. 4. Brutus /peaks of the eruption of his bro- 
ther Decimus out of Modena before he could have 
heard of it. 47 a: 
And declares it to have been of the greatef fer- 
vice to the obtaining the vittory; though it was 
no ways inftrumental tn tt. 262—65, 
XX, Cont radiétions in the Letters to true bhiftory 
and themfelves. 

Ep. ii. 5. mentions Brutus’s want of money and 
recruits ; when i. 2. tells us he had five Legions, 


&c. abundantly fufficient in comparifon of his ener 
mys forces. 268—72. 
XXI. Ep. ll. yf nconfiftent with eS . the war 
mer telling us that Cicero received April 9 au- 
thentic advices from Lentulus concerning Cafitus, 


Lee TINS J L batter tolle 
015 Legions, ana Syria ; whereas the latter tells 


US, that Cicero had heard nothin iF a it all concern- 
reat 3 ht 1S forces, HOT received tt tity Ape 
a bimfelf fo late as May 5". “Tks 


Ing 
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—The latter account—a iis. ble to hiftory 3—ne- 


ceffary to reconcile fais mentioned in the Letter of 
May 5”. 27 Zam 
XXH, UI, IV, V, VI, VII, VI. Brutus fends to Ci- 
cero at Rome an expre/s April 1% of bis fuc- 
ceffes im Macedonia and of Trebonius’s death ; 
whereas the two particulars were received at 


: : rrofbow oe thp wil f , iy 
Rome together about the middle of the preceding 


February, and gave occafion to Cicero’s {peaking 
bis x* vein b Ph lippics. S657. 
fle jumbles in the fame exprefs of April 18* two 
articles, ‘ue were not heard at Rome till fe- 
veral weeks after. 9 ee 


1. The fucceffes of Caffius in Syria are notified 


} nin ee } ? oe a | > ; ‘ ow MA Z 
together with the aeath of Vrebonius; whereas, 


accoraing to the Dr.’s account, Cicero’s Philippic 
Ay A AAS Se alg BO (eee Fe et ye eee ee 
on the death of Vrebonius was /poken three weeks, 
] aa rae yay rasp _ANAs Zz on e > Dan 
Qna, accorati "8 Lo ine true account, it was /poken 


near three months before any news about Caffius 
Was OO NEE at Rome, D7 Sad). 
2. The circumftance am C. Antony’s deing Bru- 
tu is Bre ner is notified together with bis OWN 
peek 5 7n one 280. 
Inconfifiencies between the firft and fecond Book, 
with regard to Brutus and Cicero’s di/pofition to- 
wards C. Antony, Brutus’s prifoner. And the 
Letters of both parties prophetic of the oulrage 
to Antony from Brutus’s folders, and of the 


fate he underwent at laft. 280—4. 
The circumftance of Antony’s being taken prifoner, 


coupled with Brutus’s fucceffes and the death of 
Trebonius 7 the expres of April 1°, was noti- 


fied 
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fied by the true Brutus in his lind public Letter ; 
which, according to another fufpeéted Letter, 
was not recited in the Senate till April 13%, 
and, according to true biftory, arrived not at 
Rome “ill after the victory of Modena. 284 
—O6 
The scape Brutus writes about Antony as his 
prifoner while Panfa continued at Rome, when 
by the Cine of bis own Letter he must have 
heard, that Panfa bad marched out of Rome, 
255—9go. 
And the fufpeéied Cicero places the news of An- 
tony’s being Brutus’s prifoner and the perfon of 
Panfa at Rome inthe fame point of time, whereas 
the news did not come to Rome till Panfa had 
left it. 290—4. 
Ep. ii. 7. ¢el/s us, Brutus’s fecond public Letter 
qwas read in the Senate, but bis Friends would 
not permit an honourable motiou to be made about 
it; contrary to the teftimony of Dio and Pater- 
culus. 294. 
This Letter o a Cicero not genuine, becaufe it tells 
us, that a public Letter from Brutus was judged 
fpurious by the Senate for fryling Antony Pro- 
conful, 8c. 295, 6 
That Plutarch never faw one of the many Let- 
ters, relating to C. Antony, an argument of 
their being forged after his time efpecially fince 
be was a fiudier of Cicero’s works, which he [e- 
verally defcribes, and often makes ufe of the ge- 
nuine Epiftles of Cicero and Brutus for hiftorical 
urpofes, and particularly the Epifiles of Brutus, 
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whether genuine or purious, which related to this 
period. 297—9. 
XXVIII. The Sophift copies the familiar Epifties 
fo as to enable us to difcover, that he lived 
after they were reduced to the form, in which 
they now appear. 300—2, 
He paffes a cenfure on Lepidus’s inconftancy and 
difaffection before the battle of Modena, who fay 
under no fufpicion of them till long after that 
battle, when the fame cenfure was paffed upon 
bim by the true Cicero for the aff of bis uniting 
bimfelf with Antony. 303—6. 
—The a& of Lepidus’s Lieutenants could not, as 
Dr. M. fuppofes, be the foundation of the cen- 
fure, 307, 8, 
Prophetically reprefents Lepidus expreffing a vio- 
lent hatred againft bis brother, for a fat, which 
did not happen till near three months, or, ac- 
cording to Dr. M. ‘ill near one month after- 
wards. 309, 10, 


XXIX. Ep. 1, 9. 75 a ftudied, infipid confolation to” 
Brutus on the death of his wife Porcia, founded 
on a@ fufpicious tradition of her dying in the pe- 
viod, to which the Letters relate ; though in truth 
fhe furvived him. 31I—14, 


XXX. In Ep. 11. Brutus /uppofes the Confuls to 
be living, though it appears, that when he wrote 


it he muft have heard of their death. 315—21. 


XXXI. Cicero, a Ep. 14. /peaks of his ftrugele 
in getting the elections poftponed to the following 
year, when he had mentioned, in Ep, 5. a reafon, 

which 
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which would make it impoffible, that they fhould 


be held before that time. a2. 
—Dr. M.'s fuppofition, that the Preetor might 
be for holding them ; confuted. gue G: 


Cicero’s reafon why they could not be held be- 
fore the end of the year, viz. that there could be 
no Inter-regnum as long as any one Patrician 
Magiftrate continued in the State; falfe. 328, 9. 
The Sophift?s errors upon this head accounted for. 
329» 30. 

XXXII. The converfation in the Letters upon fub- 
jects unfuitable to the charaéters of the pretended 
Writers; who give not only trifling, but falfe ac- 
counts of the eleétions into the Priefthood and 
Pretorfbip. 333—7. 
XXXII. The foilicitude of Cicero for his Son’s 
gaining the Priefthood unfeafonable at the time of 
the Letters, nor fupported at that junéture by 
the examples of the other Roman Nobility ; but 
anticipated probably from Appian’s account of 
young Cicero’s being made Prieft by Auguttus, 
33 /—=40. 

XXXIV. Cicero’s faculty of divination in vain 
urged by Dr. M. to account for the various an- 
ticipations in thefe Letters of things which af- 
terwards happened; whence very probable, that 
the events did not follow the predictions, but 
the prediftions were forged upon the events. 

| 340—8S,. 
XXXV. 4 remarkable inftance of Cicero’s pre- 
dittion concerning the fate of Brutus and the 
LUurn 
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turn of affairs at Rome, which cannot be- ac- 
napaaten tae tran Ali és te a 
COUHLEA [Or [rom ee LLUZUTY, 348— 57. 


XXXVI. The circumftances of L. Clodius, which 
Dr. M. builds upon as an internal proof of the 
genuinenels of the Letters, foewn to be partly 
contradittory 1o Roman Hiftory, partly copied 
from the familiar Epiftles, 358—64. 


WWWtTTT 'p) Po 8 Os on aa ae y “DAN DAA % 
XXXV I]. Reflections on the general chara&er of 


7 yearn an 7 
the Letters under Cicero’s name, witb refpeci to 
; F hah abe ox? ae 4 q 
the fentime: yt ana ai/pofttion. 364-—76, 


W ith re ID of lo the |ryle an a expr effion. 376— 
89 

A £ ene} ‘al fai mene |s of r efle TiOn a na di LION, CVEN 
in impropriety on imitation of Cicero’s genuine 
writings, runs through the Letters of both cor- 
refpondents. 389—96. comp. 381—z. 


XXXVI. The Dr.’s Sie reflections on the de- 
clenfion of language and degeneracy of tafte in 
Plutarch’s and the folboeutnig ages, do not prove 
the impoffibility of the For, gery in on aZES ; 
evinced by reafon and matters of faci. S57 

405. 
oi they do prove, that the forgery would not 
be eafily Og ; which is farther evinced from 
the hiftory of the Letters and from the Similar 
circumptances of this and other forgeries under 
Cicero’s name. 406—8, 
The Dr. defired to produce fo many objettions 
againft the whole number of Cicero’s genuine 
Epiftles. 408 


OBSERVA- 


Vers how Vek 1 OPIN SS 


ON® THE 


Bud looks How 


BETWEEN 


Cicero and M. Brurus. 


y HEN I ventured, in a Latin Differta- 
( / tion concerning Cizcero’s Epiftles. to, 
Wy Atticus and his brother Quintus, to 
difpute occafionally the Authority of thofe be- 
tween Cicero and MZ, Brutus [a]; I was well aware 
under what difadvantages I profeffed to oppofe an 
opinion which was generally received, and farther 
recommended by the fpirited compofition and fa- 
vourable fubject of fome of the Epiftles themfelves : 
but I little apprehended that an Effay of that kind 
would be cenfured as too Zold an attempt [b), fince 
TI offered my fufpicions to the Public with fo much 
diffidence, and endeavoured to fupport them with 


[a] Epiftola ad Virum eru- (2) Middlet. Pref. Diff. -p. 
ditum Conyers Middleton, etc. 123. 
p. 192, ad finem. | 


B fuch 


2 Ob/ervations on the EPISTLES 
fuch probabilities of reafon, as a due regard to the 
judgments of others and the nature of the under- 
taking might feem to require. The diftinguifhing of 
what is genuine and what is fpurious, in the feveral 
writings which are come down to us under an- 
tient and celebrated. names, is juftly allowed the 
firft place in the province of Criticifm ; and, fince 
the revival of Learning efpecially, appears in fact 
to have done eminent fervice, in afcertaining eve- 
ry branch of Claffical and Ecclefiaftical Antiqui- 
ties ; nor could indeed the light of Letters have 
ever rofe again upon the minds of men, if, in the 
reception and ufe of thofe monuments which pre- 
tended to the pureft antiquity, they had thought 
themfelves obliged implicitely to admit the right of 
immemorial poffefion, which no body controverts [c], 
or the verdict of time, which the learned Dr. 
Middleton declares to be the fureft judge and difcern- 
er of true and falfe[d]. The whole of my Dif- 
fertation was addreffed to the Dr. in particular, 
becaufe he had drawn many materials of his 
Life of Cicero from the Fpiftles to Atticus, which, 
he fays, may juftly be called the Memoirs of the 
times [e]; and efpecially becaufe, as he obferves, 
he made great ufe of the Fpiftles in queftion, w7th- 
out intimating the leaft feruple about them [ f]; 
whereas the matter of them, as he likewife contends, 
confifis of a great variety of facts, and feveral of 
them not touched upon by any other writer {g]. Now, 
[c] Middlet. Pref. Diff. p. 50. p. xxi. 


[2] Ib. p.12r. [f] Pref. Diff. p. 2. 
(e] Pref. to Life of Cicero, [g] Ib. p. 118. ‘ 
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as I freely allow to the Dr. on theone hand, that /¢ 
would bea fenfible lofs to all the lovers of polite letters, 


to be jae a of a cloffical remnant of a atiguity, of 


which they bave f ancied themfelves rightfully a 
[4]; fo lam no lefs of hisopinion, on the other, that 
tt might juftly be reckoned a fraud in the literary, as it 
is in the mercantile world, to offer any thing to the pu- 
blic which we could not even warrant to be Lenuine[t]. 
Tue learned Dr. then, agreeabl y to my ex- 
pectation, thought it icumbent Shain on, 
himfelf, to vindicate the credit and affert the real 
antiquity of thefe Epiftles[£]: though I cannot 
help expreffing my great difappointment in ano- 
ther expectation, when I fee a profeffed Vindica- 
tor of them, who had fo late an occafion of ftu- 
dying Cicero’s works, and of informing him- 
felf concerning all the facts and writings relat- 
ing to Cicero’s times, give fo general and unfatif. 
factory an account of the numerous objections, 
which, he fays, I had raifed to the Credit of the 
Fpiftles [1]. Many of thefe objeffions, on which 
a reafonable ftrefs was laid, are entirely paffed 
over in filence; though he is confident, that I 
will hardly accufe him of neglefting any of my capi- 
tal arguments | m], and fets forth in his Title-page, 
that ALL my objections are particularly confidered 
and confuied, Others,which he vouchfafes to confider 
in his way, are rarely produced in their full force, 
or joined with the feveral authorities Oe which they 
were fupported ; and, what is worft, the civility 


[4] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 2. (7) Middlet. Ep. of Cicero, 
A a Pp. 141. not. 3. 

[2] Ib. | Pref, Dif. p., 123. 
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of writing to him in a /earned language, ona fub- 
ject in which, he confefles, men of letters and curio- 
fity may be interefted (), 1s repaid by mifreprefent- 
ing feveral of my arguments, and by throwing out 
reflections which are foreign to the purpofe of ei- 
ther fcholarfhip or politenefs, and grounded not 
on my real meaning, but on his own palpable 
mifconceptions of it. 

Tue Vindicator of the Epiftles, iz order to 
place the whole argument in the cleareft light, under- 
takes to lay before the reader, in the firft place, a 
foort hiftory of them, as it is delivered to us from 
the earlieft tradition [0]. ‘A fhort hiftory of a ge- 
nuine collection of Letters between Cicero and Bru- 
tus, Which fubfifted feveral ages after Cicero’s 
death, had already been laid before the reader 
from the early tradition of Quintilian and Plu- 
tarch (p}; but, asto the hiftory which the Vindica- 
tor gives us of the Letters in difpute, never 
furely was a more jejune one of any book of mo- 
ment, which carried pretenfions to fo high anti- 
quity as the Ciceronian age. For, after all this fo- 
lemn talk of a hifory of them, as it is delivered 
from the earlieft tradition, he is able only to pro- 
duce the fingle early teftimony of Noxius Marcel- 
lus, under the title of an old Grammarian; and, 
without telling tis one tittle how o/d this Gramma- 
rian was, he prefently concludes, that his citing a 
certain Letter is @ circumftance fufficient of itfelf te 
evince its authority (q). Nonius is cited by Prifcian 
[7| Mid. Pref. Diff. p..124. &c.p. 193. | 
oj} I (¢] Mid. Pref. Diff p. 119. 
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in his Grammatical Commentaries [vy], which were 
written in great meafure before the year 526 [5]; 
and that the age of Nonius himfelf cannot well be 
carried above a century higher, is probable from 
his zot being cited by the other o/d Grammarians, 
who lived about the conclufion of the fourth Cen- 
tury, Servius, Macrobius, Charifius, and Diomedes. 
Nonius likewife cites Serenus Sammonicus {t], who 
flourifhed fomething later than 4. D. 200 3 and 
yet he profeffes to give us the language only of an- 
tient Latin Writers (u] ; tho’ he is fometimes ob- 
ferved to interpret antient words according to the 
ufage of the ower and more barbarous ages [v], All 
then that can be certainly collected from Nonius’s 
citation is, that ove of the Letters of the fufpected 
collection was fubfifting under the name of Cice- 
ro, above 450 years after Cicero’s death ; and as all 
the reft of the Letters may ftill be of later origin 
than the age of Nonius, fo the judgment of this 


[7] Prifcian. lib. i. et vi. gmentum 3; antiguitus autem 
[s] Vid. Fabric. Bibl. Lat.v. mamillare foeminarum. Ne- 


il. p. 457. not. b, Edit. 4', 
Venet. 1728. 

(t] In v.Labium,etc.Macrob. 
Sat. lib. >. c. i2.~temporibus 
Severi principis — Sammonicus 
Serenus,vir faeculo fuo doétus— 

(«| Vid. tit. De honeftis et 
nove veterum difis, etinv.Adi- 
patum, Apludas, Anticipare, etc. 
See likewife where he diftin- 
guifhes between the language 
of 42s own time and that of the 
Antients, in FPinitores, Trua, 
Catax, Scriptuarii, etc. 

[wv] Ultimis tem poribus capi- 
tium fignificabat capitis te- 
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que unquam boni aufores pro 
cucullione acceperunt, ut po/fe- 
rior aetas barbara, quae Epo- 
midas Monachorum capitia vo- 
cat. Nos—olim docuimus— 
Nonium errare, qui putavit 2 
veteribus in eum fignificatum 
accipi, in quem accipiebat /va 
actas. At Hieronymus anti- 
quitatis et linguae Romanae 
peritus {criptor capitium non a- 
liter accipit quam Varro et ve- 
teres. Jo. Scaliger. in Pomp. 
Fett. v. Lacerna. Conf, Non. 
in yoce Capitia, 
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Grammarian \s by no means /uficient of itfelf to 'e- 
vince the authority of the one Letter cited by him, 
For I thall fhew hereafter, that not only this Gram- 
mar1an, but other Grammarians and Philologifts of 
better character, as well as more early antiquity, 
have actually been impot ed upon by forgeries under 
Cicero’s name ; nothing being lefs true than a 
principle, v which was foclear to the Vindicator, 
that he lays it down in the form of a poftulatum, 
VIZ that there could be no room for a forgery of the 
fufpected Letters, as long as the genuine Letters be- 
tween Cicero and Brutus were in being [x]. 
THe remaining part of the Vindicator's /bort 
b ary is allowed to have carried up the immemorial 
polleficn of eighteen fcattered Letters [y] of the /ufpec?- 
ed colle étion, on which he founds our righ¢ to hold 
them as unqueftionable monuments of pure eae [=] 
to the time of Petrarch, who flourifbed, | 1e fays, about 
rhe year 1340[ 4], but was living in the year 1373[2]. 
Thefe eighteen Letters, with Chepe s Letters to his 
Brother Quintus and to Atticus, were printed toge- 
ther in one volume, both at Venice and at Rie, 
in the year 1470 [c], the Famihar Letters having 
undergone two Inpreffions before[d]. Here we 
say remark, that the Epiftle to Ofavius under 
Cicero’s name has exactly the fame right of imme- 
mnorial poffeffion with the eighteen Letters of the /u- 
{pe&ed collection which were firft found. We 


i 
d 


[x] Middlet. Pref.Dif.p.13. dit. Bafl. 158t. 
} Q 


| 
Lyjqb. p. 8. [c] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 8. 
[ez] Ib. piso. [d] By. Sweynheim and Pa- 
{2| Ib. p. 6. nart%, 1467, and by Spira, 
[2}Sec his Treatife De Obed. 146g. See the very learned 
et Fid. Uxer. dated Fune 8. Mr. Maittaire’s An. Typ. v. 1. 
1373. Petr. op. p. 547. E- p. 43, 57: 
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fhall thew, that Petrarch was poffeffed of this E- 
piltle together with the others ; and our late 
Editor of it allows, that it continued fo to be found 
in all the former editions[e]. The other /ix or feven 
more, rather fragments, he fays, than intire Let- 
ters, between Cicero and Brutus, happened to be 
found in Germany, many years after feveral impr ef~ 
Jions had been made of the former in different parts 
of Europe [f']5 and tho’ the novelty of the difcovery 
furprized the Critics a while, yet after they had been 
confidered at leifure by men of tafte, they met with the 
fame approbation as the jirft eighteen [g|. In proof of 
this approbation he alledges the teftimonies of four 
Editorsofthe Letters [4], two of whom do not ven- 
ture to interpofe any judgment atall [7], anda chird 
exprefles himfelf with diffidence concerning their 
authority [k]; and of the wo, who mention any 
thing of the approbation which they met with in 
their times, the one intimates, that fome denied 
them to be Cicero’s, and the other, that they were 
not found in all the printed editions, and in thofe 
where they were found, were jumbled confufedly to- 
gether, and read with little or no regard {1}. ; 

From this elaborate Jifory of the whole col- 
lection of the fufpeéted Letters, as it is delivered to 
us from the earlieft tradition, the Vindicator pro- 
ceeds to difcufs a preliminary point or two, which 

[¢] Mid. Pref. Diff. p.122. the Epiftles ad Brutum inthe 
It is called the Fifth Book of Venice Edition of the fame year. 
Epiftles ad Brutum et caeteros ; fF) Lbs pi 
being placed after the Book of —[g] Ib. p. g—=tII. 
Epiftles to Brutus and the three [4] ‘Victorius, Sigonius, 
Books to Quintus Fr. inthe E- Lambinus, Patricius. 
dition at Rome by Sweynheim fz] Viétorius, Sigonius. 
and Panartz, A. D. 1470. [£] Lambinas. 
ft is placed immediately after {7} Patricius, Sigonius, 
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Seem to him to be of no Jmall moment towards determin- 
jag the main g uejtion. For if, fays he, we muft believe 
the Letters io be fpurious fome ac cana might rea- 
fonably be expected, in what age or by ss hie they 
sight probably be forged; and the difficulty of faying, 
either bow ancient, or how modern they are, he 
holds to be /o great an one, as feems fufficient of it- 
felf to foake my whole bypothefis [m]. 

Tue Vindicator then is forced to defend bis 
bypothefis on a principle, which is perfeétly ridicu- 
lous at this time of Fey and would maintain the 
pofleMion of the greateft part of the forgeries, which 
have at any time made their appearance in the 
world. And as it 1s not ever expeéfed, and is for 
the moft part abfolutely impoffible, that it fhould 
be precifely determined, either im what age, or by 
whom any confeffed forgery is made [x]; fo he could 
not heal ean expec? from me any account, by whom 
the Letters in queftion might be forged, when I 
had aie undertaken to give fome account, why I 
thought them zof to be the Letters of Cicero and 
Brutus. Befides, we are pretty well agreed in 
the main, what account might veafonably be 
expected in the cafe. For thoug h he would feerna 
to affert the authority of thefe ae on the com- 
mon foundation of every prevailing forgery, the 
general EGP of the Critics “a all ages, the fureft 
judement of time, and the right of immemorial poffe/- 
fion [0] yet he often betrays a fenfe of what might 

[m] Mid. Pref Diff p.12,13. ‘* Ptolemies, we have no certain 
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iz }““-There are many more §* demon/tration,but that thefor- 
€* inflances of fuch counterfeit ‘* geriesalfo were fince.” Bent- 
** awvritings; but becaufe the fey’s Diff. on Phalaris, p. 15. 
§ authors that mention them [o] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 11, 
“S were fince the times of the 50, 121. | 
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reafonably be expected from one who would difpute 
their authority to any purpofe, when he declares, 
and many times repeats, that he has always 
looked upon thefe Letters, not only as Originals, 
but the most valuable of that kind which are pre- 
ferved to us from old Rome ; that for his own part, 
as far as he is able to judge, either from the ftyle, or, 
on what he lays a far greater fires, the matter of them, 
he takes them to be, in all points, truly Ciceronian 3 
and that, for his own part, he takes Cicero’s hand 
to be fo clearly difcernible in them, as to think it hardly 
pofible that they could have been written by any bo- 
dy elfe{p]. On the other hand, as to the Epiftle 
to Offavius, which, for any thing he knows to 
the contrary, has as good pretenfions to pure anti- 
quity as any one Letter of the /u/peéfed collection 5 
he fays, that one would be puzzled to find a fingle 
fentiment, or a fingle word in it that fhines ; that 
is a ftiff and forced performance, void of all beauty 
either of ftyle or fenfe ; in foort, that it 1s no Epistle, 
but the declamation.of fome boy [q]; and therefore, 
upon his authority and bare word, we mutt believe 
it to be [purious, and reject it as contemptible though 
he has not, at the fame time, ventured ta offer the 
least conjeéture, either in what age, or by whom if 
might probably be forged. Since then we are fo 
plainly agreed, that the main question between us 
mutt be determined from the matter and Style, or 
the internal evidence of the Letters in difpute, it 
is only in complaifance to the method of his de- 
fence, and becaufe it may be a fubject of fome a- 
ereeable curiofity, that I enter with him intoa fhort 


[p] Ib. p. 2,14, 115. [7] Ib. p. 120, 121. 
; Inquiry 
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Inquiry, firft, Whether iz the ages of barbarifin 
down to the age of Petrarch, (who was poffefied 
of the jiftcen Letters of the /u/peffed colleCtion 
which were jirft found) it 1s not credible, that a So- 
pit foould be found fo perfeét a mafter of Cicero’s 
Style, asto impose his forgeries upon the able Critics - 
and, fecondly, Whether zt 2s not.credible, that be 
fhould think of putting fuch a cheat upon the world [p]. 
1. Ir is yet a point in difpute between us, 
Whether the author of the /u/peéfed Letters was 


ae a 


a perfect majier of Cicero’s fyle; and it will ever 


Sopbist might not impofe his forgeries, even under 
Cicero's name, upon the ables Critics. To call in 
again the Epiftle to Ofavius though it is now fo 
confidently exploded by the Vindicator, as only 
the declamation of fome boy, yet this very boy was fo 
perfett a mafter of Cicero’s ftyle, as to impofe bis 
forgery upon Vitorius, the ablest Ciceronian Critic 
that ever lived, and who has done more in dit 
cerning and reftoring Cicero’s genuine text, than 
all the Critics upon him put together [i]. Nay, itis 
worth obferving to what degree the great Eva/mus 
fuffered this forgery to be impofed upon himfelf. 
I will recite his own words, becaufe they concern 
the Vindicator on more accounts than one. Jf it 
docs not plainly appear, {ays he, from the many writ- 
ings of Cicero, what he believed concerning the im- 


mortality of the foul aud a future ftate of rewards 


[p| Mid. Pref. Diff. p.13. do tempus fludiumque pofue- 
(7) Uh uni[P.YiGorio] plus runt. Graey. Praef. in’ Ep. ad 
Cicero debet, quam reliquis Fam, 
omnibus, qui in eo perpolien- 
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and punifhments, as well as what affurance a good 
confcience afforded him yet this is fuffictently evinced 
even from that one Epittle which he writes to Octa- 
vius, af a time when be had manifeftly refolved upon 
death {r]. As the Vindicator will allow, that Era- 
fmus hada more than moderate ufe of the Latin tongue, 
not to fay, the Ciceronian eloquence ; fo it is to be 
hoped, that he will for the future entertain a more 
favourable opinion of the Epiftle to Ocfavius, in 
which, he declares, [/hould be puzzled to find a fingle 
fentiment 5 efpecially fince, asa Biographer, when he 
concludes his account of the /cheme of morality and 
religion profeffed by Cicero, which he calls the ut- 
moft effort that human nature could make towards at- 
taining its proper end, or that {upreme good for 
which the Creator had defigned it; he tells us from 
the fame Letter of Erajfinus, from which I have 
produced his ample teftimony concerning the Epi- 
{tle to Ofavius, that upon the contemplation of 
thefe fublime truths, as delivered by a Heathen {Ci- 
cero,| Erafmus could not help perfuading himfelf, 
that the breast from which they flowed muft 
needs have been infpired by the Deity [s]. It 1 
to be hoped too, that he will acknowledge the 
civility of my apology for himfelf and Manu- 
tius [t], as to their making great ufe of the Let- 
ters to Brutus, without intimating the least fcru- 


[] Porro quid fenferit dea- guit, quam ad Ofavium {eri- 
nimoram immortalitate, quid bit, jam, ut apparet, deftinata 
de diverfa forte praemiifque vi- morte. Era/mi Ep.ad Johan. 
tae futurae, tum quanta fuerit Ullaten. in Cic. Tufc. Quaeft. 
fincerae confcientiae fiducia, fi [s] Life of Cicero, v. il. p. 
non-declarant tot ejuslibri,cer- 560. Vid. Erafm. Epift. ib. 
ce vel illa una Epiftola fatis ar-  [¢] Ep. ad C. Mid. p. 251. 
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ple, or indeed without conceiving any about them [u}; 
fince fuch great men were impofed upon by the for- 
gery of this Epiftle, which has indeed more of a 
declamatory air than the other, for which /iorius 
urges the Vindicator’s plea; that it is no more than 
what may be charged to a difference of the fubject (x). 
The cafe is, when mencome to them without con- 
cerving the leaft {cruple, they cannot prevail upon 
themfelves to think that any thing is amifs, 
becaufe it is Cicero’s; and as fuch an authority is 
fuficient of itfelf to beat down any rifing fufpici- 
on, however well fupported, concerning impro- 
priety of expreffion, or lownefs of fenfe; fo if any 
facts are obferved, which are evidently incon- 
fiftent with hiftory or the antiquities of Rome, it 
is prefently fuggefted, that we have loft all the helps 
that were the moft likely to explain them, and which in 
all probability bad aétually explained them [y]3 or 
that the author of the fufpeéfed Letters was more 
perfectly acquainted with the conftitution of the Repu- 
blic, than any modern Critic who bas fince attempted 
to explain them(z]. This in fat was the cafe with 
the excellent Manutius, who as he is to this 
day the only Critic that has endeavoured to ex- 
plain them to any purpofe, fo he has ingenuoufly 
fhewn, in numerous inftances, that they cannot be 
explained. 
Bur now when the pretenfions of Cicero’s au- 
thorfhip are waved for a while, and men can exer- 


[vj Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 2. buit,——dubitari non _poteft. 
_ [x] Ib. p. irs. Quin fenten- Vie. in Ep. ad Oftav. 


tiae iplius conveniat, et floma- [vy] Mid.£p. of Cic. p.103. 
cho, quem extremis illis tempo- not. 3. 
rvibus contra Octavia num ha- [x] Pref. Diff, p. 105. 
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cife their judgments, without fuch an over-bear- 
ing prepofieffion, on the real merit of the pieces 
themfelves ; the zmpofition is found to lofe ground : 
And as the Vindicator has dropt a fufpicion, that 
others perbaps befides myfelf may deny them to be 
Ciceronian [a]; fo I would venture, were it any 
thing to the purpofe, to fet their authorities a- 
gain{t all his affurance, or the general approbation 
of his men of taste, who confider them at their [ej- 
fure. There is little difficulty in detecting an im- 
po/fition of this fort, after we have once entertain- 
ed the imagination, that the right of immemorial 
poffefion thould not prevail againft the evidence of 
plain fenfe. It was the force of this imagination, 
that could fet afide the title of other Ciceronian re- 
mnants of antiquity, which Sophitts actually did im- 
pose upon the ableft Critics for a while, and we 
fhall fee, that fome of them were probably the 
forgery of the low ages of which we fpeak; as 
others are more unque/tionable monuments of pure 
antiquity than the /ufpecied Letters appear yet to be, 
In the mean time, the Vindicator is above at- 
tending to plain faé, and will needs demonftrate 
a priort, that it 1s not credible, that fach a Sophift 
Should be found in the many Centuries of Gothic bar- 
barifm down to Petrarch’s age. His demonftra- 
tion is founded on the following fuppofition of af- 
fairs, viz. That an univerfal ruin had oppreffed all 
the liberal arts, by the overbearing power of the 
Goths and Vandals [2] ; that the purity of the Latin 
tongue was then loft (el, and the writings of Cicero 
[a] Pref. Diff. p. 114, fel ph aaah 
[6] Ib. p. 5. 
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Fay fo difperfed and neglected in diftant parts of Ku- 
rope, that a Sophift could not be furnifhed with 
them fo largely, as to beable to execute the forgery [a]; 
that Petrarch, who lived two centuries before the 
Reformation, or before any tafte of fine writing be- 
gan to flourifh again in Europe [e}, was the leader 1 
the fearch after the monuments of the antients | f |, un- 
locked the mufty libraries, and attempted to retrieve 
the Latin [Italian] songue[g]; that he took great 
pains to recover the remains of Cicero, got together 
feveral duplicates of bis common pieces, but was 
not able to procure any of the rare ones, but the two 
Books of Glory, and fome feparate Epiftles and O- 
rations[4] ; that Poggius of Florence, in the next 
century, is faid to have brought into Italy the copies 
of feveral of his pieces from the Council of Conftance, 
and to have been the firft difcoverer of the entire 
collefion of his Epiftles to Atticus, which, with 
thofe to bis Brother Quintus and the few Letters to 
Brutus, were very rare to be met with before thé 
time of Jenfon’s edition 1470 [1]. 

It is allowed, that the /ideral arts were not 
commonly cultivated in the many ages of Gothic 
barbarifm, nor did the generality of writers ufe the 
Latin tongue in any great purity: but neither 
could the former be wholly opprejfed, nor the latter 
quite Jot, as long as the monuments of them were 
epen to common obfervation, and never utterly 
negleéted in practice. Fence there are /ingular 

[4] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 14. —veneremur. Pauli Jovii te- 


e} Ib. ftim. de Petrarch. in edit. op. 
Far. Gs fol. Bafl. 1581. 
(2 |—Tanquam Stalicae lin- Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 7. 
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examples of thofe, who, by a diligent ftudy of the 
Antients and by forming themfelves after their 
models, did actually attain to a good tafte of 
writing, and in many places exprefs themfelves in 
the language of old Rome. Our Bede, who flou- 
rifhed in the e7gbth century, was not only a matter 
of the “beral arts and excellently learned in the 
antient authors both Greek and Latzm, but a ftu- 
dier and admirer of Cicero’s works, as may be feen 
from the high encomium upon Cicero, which he 
prefixes to his Book of Sentences, collected out of 
the Pbhilofopbical works, and which may give us 
an idea of the tolerable purity of his fyle [k]. His 
fcholar Alcuin, who lived till after the begin- 
ning of the mext century, was trained up in a 
continual practice of the arts of humanity, and 
had a confiderable influence in promoting the re- 
vival of Letters under Charles the Great, whom 
he reprefents as receiving from himfelf the infti- 
tutions of the Art of Rhetoric, in a Dialogue on 
that fubject, which fhews him to write with good 
tafte and purity, and to be well acquainted with 
Cicero’s writings. The Life and éions of that 
Prince are written by his Chancellor, Lginbart, 
who bears teftimony to the reputation of the 
Ciceronian eloquence [{/]; and that /y/e was the 


[4] Studii humanitatis maxi- 
mus fuit cultor, qui ingenio ab 
adolefcentia eruditus, et in di- 
cendo plurimum exercitatus, 
facile et fine labore cogitatio- 
nes fuas mandare literis pote- 
rat. Hac igitur felicitate in- 
genli, hoc naturae munere, 
hac denique fapientia et erudi- 
tione fretus, a pueritia ad exi- 


tum vitae multa praefcripfit; 
Inter quae quaedam fudiorum 
et doctrinae funt opera, quae 
adolefcentiam alunt, etc. Bes 
dae Praef. ad Lib. Sent. ex C7- 
cerone. 

(/] Sed Tu/iianam par erat 
defudare facundiam. Eginhart. 
Praef. in Hitt, de Vit. et Geft. 
Caroli M. ; 

ftudy 


3 


ss adh oo en aes “. 
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ftudy of the learned in this age, appears from 
the character of his work, which is given us by 
his contemporary Lupus Ferrarienfis {m]. This wri« 
ter complaining of the ignorance, that fucceeded 
‘Charles’s reign, gives an account of his own 
love of Letters from his youth, and of ‘his ad- 
miration of the Cizceronian charaéter of writing, 
which, he fays, many eminent Chriftiam writers 
had propofed for their imitation [nu]. In the epiftolary 
correfpondence of this learned perfon we meet 
with feveral anfwers to inquiries of literary cu 
riofity [0], and with occafional declarations of a 
tafte of ftyle and fine writing beginning to flourifh 
again in Europe [p]; nor were the monuments of the 
antients fo clofely locked up in the mufly hbraries 
as not to be acceffible to the curious. He 
appears to have been poflefied of many of Cicero’s 
writings, the Rhetorical pieces, the Orations, and 
ft have perufed them with di- 
fince he could difcover 


others; and he mu 
lizence and judgment, 


[m]Ibielegantiam fenfuum, eritiae mihi eft innatus.——-Cum 


ibi. raritatem conjun€tionum, deinde auétorum -voluminibus 
quam in authoribus notave- fpatiari aliqaantulum coepif- 


fem, et dictatus offra aetate 
confeéti difplicerent, quod ab 
illa Tulliana gravitate, quam 
infignes quoque Chriftianae ree 


ram, ibidemque non longifli- 
mis periodis impeditas et im- 
plicitas ac modicis abfolutas 
fpaciis fententias inveniens am- 


plexusfum. Lupi Ferrar. Ep. 
1. Edit. Baluz. 

(x] Vellra memoria per fa- 
mofiffimum imp.-Karolum, cul 
literae eo ufque deferre debent, 
ut aeternam ei parent memo- 
riam, [ftudia] coepta revocari 
aliquantum quidem extulere ca- 
put.—Nunce oneri funt, qui ali- 
quid difcere affeCtant.—Amor 
literarum ab ipfo fere initio pu- 


ligionis viri aemulati Junt, ab- 
errarent~-. Ib. 
(o] Ep.5, 8, 20, 30, 34,etc. 
[p| Revivifcentem in his no- 
ftris regionibus fapientiam quof- 
dam /fudiofiffime colere pergra- 
tum habeo.—Etenim  plerique 
in ea caltum fermonis quaeri- 
mus.—Sic linguae vitia refor- 
midamus et purgare contendi- 
mus. Ep. 35. 
many 


between CicEroandM. Brutus. 17 


fMmany faults in his own copies, which made him 

iit Ph icion in folliciting duplicates from his 
friends, in order to collate them, and make a 
corre and compleat collection [9g]; and, what pars 
ticularly deferves our obfervation, he is actually 
provided with copies of Cicero’s Epiftles, and pro- 
pofes to aicertain the true readings, as. far as was 
pofible[r]. The difficulty of fuch an unde Pee 
feems to have confifted in the number of Greek 
words and phrafes, which are interfperfed in the 
were. for the moft part corrupted in 


SS. For he complains, in like man- 


ner, of difficulties in the Greek words of Servius, 


q 
A 
, Ria Tea. ©, | 
the antient M 


and defires an explanation of them [s]; though he 
was not by: any means un ce aa with that lana 
guage [7]. . Laftly, Pa/chafius Radbertus calls Ci 
cero the King of Evvedan. ae gives a defcription 
of his books Of Invention, which even to this days 
fays he, are in eficem with every body, and made a ftu- 
dy of nl the proficients in the Art of Rbetoric [u), 


[9] Tulli de Rhetorica liber mifiiti, cum nofris co nferri fa- 
; .] 


quem os habeo, fe d clam, ut ex utrifque, fi poffit 


plerifgue men ndofarn —~ateme- frert, veritas exculpatut.— Tzl- 
jufdem au tho is’ de Rh netoricz 


i! 


ze 


: 4 oe ee 
tium in =Aratée trade; ut ex eo 


tres libtiin difputatione ac dia- —quae deeffe illi Egil nofter a- 
logo De Ora: fore, Ep.1. Ca- peruit; /uppleantur Ep. 609. 
tilinarium et Fugurthinum Sal- [s] Ex Servia wh Grane ne 
juftit, librofque Verrinarum, et gravemini explanare, Ep. 5. 
fi aliquos alios ve el corruptos nos [4] Verbor ‘wm; quoram flagi- 
habere, vel penitus non habere tatti rationem,—in aliud tem pus 


cognofeitis, nobis afferre diz di ftuli, eat 1am non fim ne- 
gnemini ; ut veftro beneficioet fcius, Graecorum fermonum 
witiofi corrigantir, et non ha- proprietates a Graecis potius 
biti, nunguam: que nifi per vos expectandas. Ep. 30. 
habendi, adquirantur. Ep. fu] Ut Tullius refer! ipfe R 
104. eloquentiae,—oOrator infignis,— 
[r] Tullianas epiftolas, quas delegit underhetoricae artis for- 


C | But 
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But I need not infift on the numerous particulars 
of this Jearned age; even in the,conclufion of the 
tenth century we find, that the arts of eloquence 
and a tafte of writing were efteemed to be na- 
turally allied with the ftudies of philofophy; and 
Gerbertus, otherwife Pope Sy/vefter Tl. who wrote 
feveral treatifes in the fciences, was no lefs af- 
fiduous in acquiring @ good manner of peaking [x]. 
He took great pains re commiffions to his friends 
and correfpondents in all parts of Europe to pro- 
cure at a vatt expence a large collection of antient 
and modern books [y]; and as he is giving fpecial 
orders for Caefar, Manilius, Pliny, iisbes and 
other ‘Latin Claffics [z]; fo he makes and anfwers 
inguiries concerning the feveral pieces of Cicero, 
and defires his friend to come accompanied with 
the works De republica, the Orations againft Ver 
yes, and the mwumerous defences, which had been 
compofed by that Parent of the Roman £b- 

|. The Hijftory from the beginning of the 
written y ce tus Scafnaburgenfis in 
the fucceeding century, furprifes all the Critics 


J 


pe 
quence | a 

ye 
OV ly 


maret #mirabile documentum, Germania quoque ac Belgica 
quod u/que nodie laudatur ab {criptores auétorumque exem- 
omnibus, et prodeft illius peri- plaria smultitudine nummorum 
tiae fectatoribus.. Radberti Pro- redemi. Ib. . Ep. 40. 
log. in Com. in Evang. Matth. [z] Ep.7, 8,40, 130, 4 
ae Cumque ratio morum [a] Fiabemaecs finem Clee. 
cendique ratio a philofophia ronis prorege Deiotaro. Ep. 9. 
non feparentur, cum ftudio be- Comitentur iter tuum Tulliana 
ne vivendi femper conjunxi ftu- opufcula [ [et] De republica et in 
dium bene dicendi. Gerberti Verrem, et quae pro defenfione 


Ep. AA Ed. Lugd. 1677. multorum plurima Romanae e- 
(y| Bibliothecam -afhdue com- /oquentiae parens  con{cripfit. 
paro, et ficut Romae dudum, Ep. 87. v, Edit. Pari: 1611. 


et in alilis partibus ltaliae, 


by 
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by the accuracy of its accounts of antient Bae 
and by the purity and politene/s of its compofi- 
tion [4]. But I might have contented myfelf with 
the fingle example of the famous Fob of ees 
who flourifhed in the twelfth century, and whofe 
excellent book, the Policraticus, or De nugis Cu ivia- 
lium difcovers fuch a maftetry in compofition, and 
fo great a variety of knowledge in the Jiberal 
aris, that it may be read with great benefit 
even in this claffical and enlightened age : 
And I imake no doubt, but as this writer 
is far richer than the author of the /u/peéted Let- 
ters in the ftores of invention ; fo his intimate ac- 
quaintance with all Latin authors of the moft ge- 
nuine antiquity, fome of which are loft to thefe 
later ages [c¢], would have enabled him to equal 
him at leaft in the purity of expreffion; had he 
engaged on fet purpofe in the laudable exercifes 
Of Sopbiftic imitation, in order to put a cheat 
upon the world. As to the imitation of Cicero in 
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mutt allow, that fome in the barbarous ages by 
making the fame Cicero their pattern might be able 
to copy, if not the force and flowing periods of 
his Oratorial, yet the eafe and fimplicity of his 
Epificlary manner [e]; though perhaps with very 
little exadine/s. The fine writer abovementioned 
does not only appear to have had all the parts 
and learning, which were neceffary to accomplifh 
a Sophift; but to have been furnifhed with Ci- 
cero’s writings fo largely as to be able to execute 
the forgery, and to teach the Vindicator, that 
near two centuries before Petrarch himfelf they 
did not lie difperfed and negletted in diftant parts 
of Europe. For he cites Cicero’s writings in nu- 
merous places, and feems to have been pof- 
feffed of the moft valuable of Cicero’s writings, 
which never came to Petrarch’s hands; of the books 
De republica, or concerning the beft form of Govern- 
ment; and of the Hortenfius, or in praife of Pbi- 
lofophy {f). The latter of thefe treatifes is cited in 
the zhirteenth century by the famous Roger Bacon 
[z], who produces fo many paflages out of Cicero's 


(e} ——Quam [wim dicendi| 
nec Cicero ipfe, in ea facultate 
praeftantifiimus, L£pz/folis {uis 
mferuit, certe nec libris, in qui- 
bus eft aeguabile quoddam (ut 
ipfe ait) et temperatum oratio- 
nis genus. Petrarch. Praef. in 
Fp. tam. p. 568. 

(f] Scripferunt de Rep. etfi 
diverfo modo, Cicero et Plato; 
cum alter qualis effe debeat dif- 
feruerit, alter qualis fuerit a ma- 
joribus inftituta. Hanc tamen 
uterque et inftitutas et inflitu- 


9» 
te 


endae praefcripfit formulam, 
ut vita civilis naturam imitare- 
tur ‘Pole: 1 Oe; 20.” Fple 
Tullius hoc diffimulare non po- 
tuit in eifdem libris quos de 
Rep. {cripfit.-——In libris quo- 
que Philofophiae idem Tullius 
hanc intulit univerfalem gene- 
ralemque fententiam, Hones ¢- 
“it artes, RtGAs dicta Cok. 

(e] M. Tul. in Hortenfio di- 
cit, quod omnis nofter intellectus 
multis obftruitur difficultatibus, 
r-—Opus maj. p. 2. Edit, Febd. 


philosophical 
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philofophical works, which beft fuited the quali- 
ty of his ftudies, as to fhew that he both got 
them fogether, and made great fiudy of them{[h}. 
The Life of F Cefar, which goes under the 
name of Fal, Celfus, is reputed to be the product 
of this or the preceding age. The Author of it 
frequently expreffes himfelf with a Clafical pu- 
rity, having been very converfant with ail the 


writers of the age, which makes the fubject of 


his fizfory, and efpecially with Cicero, from 
whofe Epiftles to Atticus he bas drawn up a Vin- 
dication of his favourite Hero [7]. 

As to Petrarch’s age, which is declared to have 
been two centuries before any tafte of fine writing 
began to flourifh again in Europe; Petrarch thews 
himfelf as well read in the beft Latin Clafics, 
as the Vindicator will pretend to be ; and he, 
in like manner, had the advantage of feveral 
writings of the Antients, which the world 
very probably wanted ever fince his time [4], 
Fle cites Cicero’s writings in particular as often, 
though not /o Jargely, as the Ciceronian Bio- 
grapher, who profeffes ina manner to extract his 
whole fHiftory from them; befides that they .are 
allowedto have been generally the firft that were 


[4] Ib. p. 4, 468, etc. olefcenti mihi admodum i 

[2] Vide Graev. Praef. in J. manus venit, multum freftraque 
Caefaris Comment. Edit. 4m- poftmodam quaefitum. P tr. rer. 
frel. 1697. mem.1.1. p. 395. De Bruti li- 

[4] Scripfit [ Auguftus] et Epi- brode Virtute, v. p. sgt. Sunt 
grammatum librum et Epiffola- penes me——F.Cacfaris aliquot 
rum ad amicos, conditum face- familiares Epiffolae,—e quibus 
tifima gravitate et luculentiffi- exempk gratia paula decerpfi. 
ma brevitate, quod opus inex- P. 95s. 
plicatum et carie femefum, ad- 
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by Men of genius or fuperior tafte in 
there 

or library of books. [/}. 
the purity of the Latin tongue being then 


was any Jchool of 
All thefe are good 


at leaft reviving, and of a tafte of fine writing ve- 


inning to flouri/h again in Europe. 
= & is sie. te 
the whole collection of Cicero’s writings, 


mh NES 
gard to 


Nay, with re- 


which were in practice among the learned of Pe- 


trarch’s age 
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there is in th 
that it 
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} on 1 Pe ee ha 

had he thought ht 
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Pea yf in{te 


nies prefixed to them, 
on! ly ‘ 
finu ratil 


Wig: Bh ies 
He would 


I can affirm, 
cator’s whole reprefentation, 
was as large and intire 
and this he muft 
to confult the works of Pe- 


take the 


with more truth than 


to the full as it is 
himfelf have feen, 


ad of refting in a few general teftimo- 
and fome hearfay evidences 


little advantage of in- 


> 


> from an Epigram at the end of en/on's 


edition 1470; that Cicero’s Epiftles to Atticus, his 


Brother uz 
’ ~ 

P Lot 4 7 
met with a whole 


Oe .. En 
a Be 


ntus and Brutus, 
century 
pigram fignifies no more, 


were very rare to be 
after Petrarch ; when 


than that the E- 


piftles to Atticus had not been before printed at 


| Pap g 
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VJ Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 5. 
Attice nunc tot us Veneta 
diffunderis urbe, 
Cum quondam fuerit co- 
pia rare tul. 
—-Indeed, in the Prefatory De- 
ication to the Edition at Rome 
in the fame year, by Savenyheim 
and Panariz, complaint is 
made of their being able to ob- 
tain only ee: MSS. of the E- 
piftles to Articus 3 either becaufe 


(m]. He reports farther, upon the autho. 


the /ibera/l had them not, or be- 
caufe the exvious would not 
communicatethem. But it ap- 
pears, that they had printed an 
Edition of them before, from 
their own remarkable words: 
“© Satis fit mihi te, Pater fan- 
‘* Gtiflime, {cire me /uperioribus 
‘© diebus et familiares et ad At- 
“© ticum Tullii epiftolas ad pau- 
“* perum commoditatem emi- 


« fe 
rity 
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rity of Hoffman’s Lexicon, and of Patricius, who 
1s the Vindicator’s favourite Critic, that Pogeius, a 
little before that edition, brought into Italy the copies 
of feveral of Cicero’s pieces [z], and was the frff 
difcoverer of the entire collection of the E piftles to . 
Atticus [0]. Now Patricius fays nothing at all of 
an intire collection of the Epiftles to Atticus ; this 
is the Vindicator’s caution: and it is certain, that 
Petrarch had in his poffeffion every one of thofe 
pieces, which Poggius is faid to have brought 
into Italy ; the pieces De finibus(p] and De k- 
gibuss the latter of which, Petrarch tells us, 
confifted of three books, which were common in his 
time, and imperfeé?, as they were always found [q]. 
But if the Vindicator and his laborious Antiqua- 
rians have ever heard it /aid, that any one drought 
into Italy copies of Cicero’s pieces; it is immedi- 
ately concluded, that there were no copies of the 
fame pieces in Jfaly before [r]; and in the fame 
{train Patricius tells us again, that Ger. Landrianus 
Is reported to have found Cicero’s three books De 
oratore, the Brutus, and the Orator, about th 
1400[s]; whereas Petrarch had 


e year 


the ufe of all thefe 


(| Hoffm. in voce Poggius. 
[o} Patric. in fragm. Cic. De 
gloria, p. 37. 
[p] M2. Tul. in primordio o- 


peris, quod De bonorum et malo- 
eg FS edidit, Ego, inquit, 


Gum fibris. P. 322. 

(g] — Inter ipa communia 
libri TY tice toes she g 
1Dr1————- Le legious imperfect, 
ut femper inveniuntur. Ib. p. 
945. tertio De legibus me- 
minit Cicero. P. 590. 


etc. Petrarch.op. p. 341. Cu- 
jus [Epicuri] Conn pale bus--- 
meminit Czcero. Ib. p. 

De bonorum et malor in 
nibus M.T. Cicerointegrum 
edidit volumen guinque diftin- 


(r] Lib. Ciceronis De finibus 
et legibus, qui nondum in Italia 
prius vifi erant. Hoff. ib. 

[s] Cum circiter annum 
1400, per Gerardum Landria- 
num Laudae Pompeii epifco- 


C 4. pleces, 
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pieces, cites both thefe and the Khetorical books 
together with the books Of Invention feveral times, 
declares exprefsly concerning met te them, that 
they were common in his time, and gives us reafon 
enough to make the fame ‘ustleneg nt of the reft [7.] 
Ir is true, that Petrarch took great pains to re- 
cover the remains of Cicero, not only in perfon and 
in bis travels through France and G Germanys but by 
cominiffions to bis friends and correfpondents in all 
parts of Europe [#]5 and if thefe parms were taken 
to get together feveral duplicaies of Cicero’s common 
pieces, it is no more than what all the curious 


take at this very day. But the pains were chiefly 
taken, and no expence was {pared by the learned 


of thofe times, to recover the rare pieces of Ci- 
cero; and what thefe rare pieces were, might be 
learnt from almoft every page of Peirarch’s works, 
where he mentions me fate of Crcero’s writings. 
Thefe were fuch pieces as, after all the worthy en- 
deavours of our Vindicator to recommend and 
diffufe the vulgar ufe of Cicero’s writings, would 
be ftill great rarities, if he could oblige the world 
with them in any fhape; the books Of Glory, of 
which if Petrarch had a true copy, it was pro- 
bably the ov/y copy then extant; the fZortenfius, the 


pum et tres libri De oratore, et p. 224. In eo libro, qui 
Brutus feu De ‘ds iris oratoribus, ae infcribitur, difputavit 
et Orator — reperti fuifle di- Crce b 22. Saepe in 
cantur. Patric. ib. memoriam tele j illius in Rde- 
¢] ——Inter ipfa communia toricis Ciceronianae {ententiae. 
libri De oratore. "Petrarch op. P.go6. M. Tullius in libris 
P- 948. liber De optimo ge- Inventionum be 5 4 
nere dicend:, Deus bone, quale, (u} Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 4. 
quamque ex alto fumptum opus! 
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books De republica and the Confolation [x]. To 
thefe he adds in another place the Oeconomics or 
concerning family-affairs; all which, he fays, are the 
works of Cicero, whereof the lofs is confderable, 
and he doubts whether ever zt can be repaired [ y}. 
But as to the pieces of Cicero, which were in com- 
gon ules; they were fo many celebrated volumes, that 
he could hardly recite the titles of them, much lefs 
read them over(z|: andas there is fcarce one volume 
of Cicero’s works in prefent ufe, which Petrarch 
does not cite or mention as well known; fo af- 


ter all his expenfive travels and commiffions to bis 
friends in all parts of Europe, being now ébroken 


with age and infirmity, when he is profeffedly an- 
{wering an inquiry of a learned perfon [a], feconded 
by the Pope himfelf, concerning any rare pieces 
of Cicero, which might have come to his hands ; 
he declares, he had no other pieces of Cicero 
in his poffeffion, than what were common, and 
perhaps not fo many of them as his Holinefs him- 
felf; except, as the Vindicator renders Petrarch's 
words, fome feparate Epiftles and Orations ; that 
once indeed he had met with the two books Of 
Glory, but loft them again [0], 


[x] De libris quidem Reipu- 
blicae jam defperans, librum De 
Confolatione quaefivi, —et li- 
brum De Jaude Philsfophiae. 
Petr. op. p. 948. 

{y] Librorum aliqui nefcio 
an irreparabiliter —periere; 
quorum infignior jactura, ita 
haec funt nomina, Reipublicae, 
Rei familiaris, De Confolationes 
De Gloria. Ib. p. 705. 


(z] Extant equidem praeciara 
volumina, quae ne dicam per 
legere, fed nec enumerare fufh- 
cimus. Ib. 

[a] Lucas de Penna. 

(6] Refpondi — Ciceronis li- 
bros non me alios habere, quam 
qui communiter habentur, et 
quos idem Dominus nofter ha- 
bet,vel,ut puto, etiam pauciores, 
unum addidi——habuifle me 

5 


oe 
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I will venture to offer a conjecture, {ince the 
Vindicator may perhaps rea/fonably expeé? it from 
me, what thofe /eparate Orations and Epiftles might 
probably be, which Petrarch found out, and calls 
new in oppofition to the common pieces of Cz- 
cero, It is certain, that they were few in gach 
kind, and he had told us juft before, that when 
he was about twenty-five years of age, in his ¢ravels 
through Switzerland and Flanders, he called at 
Liege, which place was noted for a good col- 
lection of books. Here he found ¢wa Orations 
bearing Cicero’s name, one of which he got his 
friend to tranfcribe, but tranfcribed the other him- 
felf, and fome time after difperfed copies of it 
through Jtaly. Thefe two Orations were pro- 
bably the Orations pretending to be fpoken by 
Cicero before be went into banifhment, and in an- 
{wer to Salluft?s Invettive [c|, they together with 
the Invective under Sallufi’s name being the only 
fpurious ones publifhed in the firf# edition of the 
Orations at Venice A, D. 1471, 1n the edition by 
Adam the following year, and in the firft edition 
of Cicero’s works at Milan 1498 5; whence they 
were propagated through the following early edi- 
tions. But as to the Epijtles, which were found by 
Petrarch , J fhall not for once be behind the 
Vindicator in affurance, and do roundly affirm, that 


alin et Aminteameln his. om- [c] Salluftit in Tullium atque 
nibus. #oui nihil—praeter illos Aefchinis in Demofthenem, 4o- 
De ol, ia lib ros duos et aliquot vumquUe in illos inve Bivae non 
Orationes aut Epiffolas. Pe- ingenia neque ftylos arguunt, 


trar. op. Rer. Sen. xv. I. p. fed mores——Petr.op. p. 1059. 
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779 Os 
74 


they 
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they were the very eighteen fcattered Epiftles, as he 
himfelf calls them, which are the matter of our 
difpute, together with the Epiftle to Ofavius. 
My reafons are thefe. 

In the year 1340, when Petrarch was thirty fix 
years of age [d], he had found fome Epittles of Ci- 
Cer 0, which the very learned Fabricius imagined 
to be the Epiftles to Atticus. He farther re- 
lates, that Petrarch likewile jirft found the fami- 
liar Epiftles ; ; and declares concerning Cicero’s Epi- 
ftles in general, that buena were unknown for many 
centuries before Petrarch’s age, and might have been 
loft to us at this very day, fe not Petrarch’s indu- 
{try fearched them out and communicated them to 
to the world [e]. This account is already, in 
fome meafure, confuted by the te afin saci of Lupus 
Ferrarienfis, who had procure ed, as we faid, duplicates 
of Cicero's s Epiftles, in ping to make a corre& 
copy of them; and as references are exprefsly 
made to the feventh, eighth, apie, and fourteenth 
books of the Epiftles to Articus, and large extracts 
are produced from that collection of Epiftles i 
the Life of F. Cefar [f] 3 fo Fobu of Salifbury cites 


[4] Born Kal. Avg. 1304. hominumdedit. Ante Petyar- 
Petr. Be de fua orig, etc. chae enim aetatem Ciceronis 
[e] Has epi/tolas—Petrarcha FEpittolae_ per plures annorym 
reperit, illi{que inventis excla- centurias defideratae fuerunt, ac 
mavit, fe tandem Ciceronem nifi ipfius fludio ac opera in lu- 
agnofcere, praccipitem ac cala- cem prolatae fuiffent, fortaflis 
mitofum fenem, Item £pi- ad haec ufque tempora iis care- 
frolas ad familiares, quas idem remus. Fabric. Bibl. Lat. y.i. 
ille vir doctus, cum in loco p.122. Conf. et p.11 
quodam ubi minime putaret in- [fj Edit. Graev. p, 129, 
veniffet, ficut in Epiftola qua- 133, 134,202, 
dam fua docet, primus in manus 
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(in the manner of the Antients before the general 
title of familiar was in being) two of Cicero’s Let- 
ters to C. Caffus, one of which is now contained 


in the twelfth, 
familiar Vpittles [g]. 


the other in the fifteenth book of the 
He cites likewife other Let- 


ters of Cicero, which feem to be now loft [/], and 
par agent refers to the matter of the Letters to 


trarch’s own 
lections of £7 


account, 


We have moreover feen from Pe- 
that both thofe ample col- 
iftles mutt have been common in his 


time, and that they muft have been pretty perfec, 


lids 
nis 


from his 


appears from 


E ‘piftles [x |; 


allufions 


own defcription of the familiar 


to the feries of hi- 


ve contained in the Epiftles to Atticus [7], and 


trom his numerous 

[¢} peels Epifiola ad C. Ca/f- 
fium violatorem Dictatoris mor- 
dacius feripfit [Cicero ;] vellem 


Idibus Martiis me ad coenam 
invitaffes, etc. Policrat. 1. 3. 
c. 14. Quod C. Caflio Cicero 


in epifiola ad eundem Caffium;— 
virtuli ——nuntium remiferunt. 
Epift.184. Vide Ep. Fam. xii. 
4. et xv. 16. 

[4] Ciceronem in epiffola 
ad Marcellum {cripfifle me- 
mini, guia Japientis judicio 
refert plurimum cum quis oblige- 
tur,etc. Ep.179. Cicero in 
epifiola ad Tironem: de amico 
{cribit, uzigue et in omnibus ha- 
beo excufatum,etc. Ep. 181. 

[7] At M. Tullius non ode- 
rat fiium, a quo, in epi/folis ficut 
apparet, Grammaticam inf{tan- 
tiflime exigebat. Metalog. 1. 1. 
@. ZI. 


Citatic Ons 


out of both thefe 


[4] Cicero — familiaria et res 
novas ac varios illius faeculi ru- 
mores in Fpiftolis includit,—— 
quibufdam interjeCtis moralibus, 
quod ab ipfo Cicerone fervatum 
eft. Petr. Praef. Ep. fam. op. 
p. 569. 

[7] Omitto Dionyfum, omitte 


fratrem tuum ac nepotem, omit- 


to, fiplacet, ipfum etiam Do- 
labellam, quos nunc laudibus 
ad coclum effers, nunc repenti- 
nis maledictis laceras ;-—~ 7. 
quoque Caefarem praeterveho ; 
Magnum praeterea Pom- 
peium file. Ib.Ep.ad Cic, p. 
704. Lege — Epiftolas ad 2. 
Fratrem, omnia ibi de Caefare 
honorifice dicuntur.——~ Ejufdem 
ad Atticum epiftolas percurre. 
Prima ibiambigua, u/tima quae- 
que odiofa videbis. P. 372. 


collections. 
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collections. Indeed thefe collections, like many 
other monuments of the Antients, were very pros 
bably extant in Petrarch’s own hand-writing [mm], 
and the Critics make mention of his copy of all 
Cicero’s Epiftles [~]; but the fngle authority, up- 
on which it is reported that they ‘were rst 
by Petrarch, after they had been /oft for many cen- 
turies, is inadvertently applied by Fabricius firkt to 
the Epiftles to Atticus, and afterwards to the fa- 
miliar Kpittles; whereas in reality it properly re- 
Jates to the Epiftles to Brutus and OGfavius. This 
authority is a Letter of Petrarch fancifully addref 
fed, as the Vi hei - obferves [0], to the manes of 
Cicero, under the character of an zuconfiderate and 
calamitous old man. Now the Epiftles to Brutus 
and Oéfavius are perfectly ly anfwerable to this cha 
racter and circumftance of Cicero; being all of (then 
fuppofed to be written within the year of his 
death, and upon the fubject of thofe ini {manages 
ments, Which Petrarch bahay infifts on, Son 

which were the immediate occafion of Cicero's 
tragical end [p]. Petrarch indeed alludes, as I ales 
to a ms of like TED ELEE OE expreffed in 
the Epifles to Atticus; but he efpeci tally Gf 
the fabjea of the Epiftles to BS and ae i 
reafon, why 


Inilits on 


I think, that theif 


@ 
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[m] Victor. Praef. in Ep.ad gi——O—sraeceps et calamis 
Att. Fabric. Bibl. Lat.v.i.p. t0/e fimex! Petr. Ep. ad Cic. 


122. op. p. 704- 
{#] Malafp. in Ep. ad Brut. [e] Quis te falfus gloriae 
init. fplendor. fe nem adole ofcentium bel- 


[o] Mid. Pref. Dif. p. 7. Es implicuit, et — ad indignam 
Epiftolas tuas ubi minimé philofopho mortem rapuit? 
rebar inventas avidiflime perles Petrarch. Ep. ad Cic. 


are 
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are the Epiftles referred to by him as Jately fourid; 
is, that the whole Letter is a perpetual parody on 
the fenfe and the very expreffion of them, as well 
as directly cites two paffages from the two celebrated 
Epiftles of Brutus ; the one, to Cicero; the other, 
to Atticus [g]. The addrefs to Cicero is thus intro- 
duced : I have read over with great eagernefs thofe 
Epiftles of yours, which I had long and much fought 
after, and found them at laft where I little expetted 
them. 1 have heard you fay many things, make 
many complaints, very inconfiftent with yourfelf. 
Petrarch proceeds immediately to talk in the lan- 
ouage and deliver the fentiments of the Epiftles 
to Brutus throughout his fhort Letter. I thall 
throw into the notes as many parallel places as 
may fuffice to confirm my obfervation, and to af- 
ford a f{pecimen of the declamatory ideas enter- 
tained in thefe later ages concerning the paflages 
and politics of C icero’s times[7v]. And that Petrarch 
Petrarch. Quid juvat alios 


docere, quid orzatiffimis verbis 
femper de virtutibus loqui pro- 


rol M7 Pref Dif. vn. 7 
173 ivlid. Lret. Dill. p-. 7- 


“ea py ape eras oaks pre 
[r] Petrarc: Qui jampridem 


qualis praeceptor aliis fuiffes no- 
veram, nunc tandem quis ¢z 
tibi efles agnovi.—-Quod qui- 
dem de ¢anto virolibet opinari. 

Ep. ad Brut. 16. p. 108. E- 
dit. Middlet. . Eft alienum faztto 
viro, ut estu, quod alter: prae- 
ceperit, id ipfum facere non pot- 
fe: —— minime decet propter 
quem fortiores caeteri fumus, 
eum ipfum animo debilitatum 
videri: Cum mollius tibi fer- 
re viderer, quam deceret viru, 
praefertim eum, qui aliog con{o- 
Jari foleret. 


deft, fi te interim zpfe non au- 
dias? 

Ep. ad Brut. 15. p.98. Quid 
illi profunt, quae pro sibertate 
patriae, de dignitate, quae de 
morte, exilic, paupertate fcripfst 
copiofifjime ? 


Petr. Doleo vicem tuarn. 
Ep. 1g. p. 132. Reip. vicen 
dolebo. 


Petr. Unum hoe a veta cha- 
ritate profefum. 

Ep. 11. p. 74: Unum hoc gra- 
to animo liberalique profectumz. 


Was 
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was really the fir/f, that drought to light the colle- 
ction of thofe Epiftles to Brutus, which were pu- 
blifhed in the o/d editions, he tells us expre(sly in 
another place: For in a political treatife infcribed 
to Francifcus Carrarienfis, Prince of Padua, I per- 
ceived, {ays he, bow much one Epittle, really a fine 
one, and compofed with a noble fpirit, the Epiftle 
of M. Brutus zo M. T. Cicero, made your foul 
glow with the fentiments of virtue, infomuch that 
you could think of nothing elfe for fome time: — 
and I often congratulated with myfelf upon having 
procured you that Epijftle, and retrieved it from @ 


long oblivion [s]. 


Petr. Vel ut werba tua re- 
Cognofcas ——— 

Ep. 22. p. 166. Verba tua 
recognofce, et aude negare. 


Petr. Quid tibi tot contentio- 
nibus, et prorfus nihil profu- 
turis fimultatibus voluitti? U- 
bi fortunae tuae conveniens 
otium reliquifti? Quis te fu- 
ror in Antonium impegit? 4- 
mor credo Reipublicae. 

Ep: 14. p. 90. Quod {cribis 
me maximo ozo egiffe ut infe- 
ctarer Antonios. Here Petrarch 
underftood Brutusto have written 
to Cicero, “ that he had managed 
“* fo, as to purfue the Antonies, 
when he himfelf was perfee- 
“* hy at his own eafe, and might 
** have continued guzet, had he 
** acted wifely.” Dr. Mid. on 
the other hand, renders Brutus’s 
words, ‘* As to what you 
** write, that I have managed 
“* fo, as to be able to puriue 
** the Anionies much at my 


€¢ 


“Teale. "——— 

Ep. 22. p. 168. Quid au- 
tem tibi cum Antonio privatum 
odium ? nempe quia poftulabat 
haec ; falutem ab fe peti, etc. 

Ep. 15. p. 94, Sed quae- 
dam mihi videtur (quid di- 
cam?) imperite vir omnium 
prudentifimus, an ambitio/e 
fecifle ; qui valentiffimum An- 
tonium fufcipere pro Repu- 
blica non dubitarit inimicum 2 
~—Lrafmus alludes to this paflage 
when he obferves, [See Middler. 
Pref. Diff. p.9.} Brutus indi- 
gnatur Ciceron?, qui fuis concio- 
nibus et fcriptis zrritaret eos, 
quos irritatos non poffet opprime- 
re. Where we fee, both Pe- 
trarch and Erafmus interpreted 
Brutus, ‘** as if he had blamed 
** Cicero for giving oppofition to 
‘* the Antonies, and thereby 
“* making himfelf Enemies, to 
** whom he was not equal.” 

[s}] Senfi quantum Epz/fola a- 
ma,Clara illa quidem et quae claro 
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Bur I muft advance farther, that in company 
with thefe Epiftles to Brutus, Petrarch \ikewife 
found the Epiftle to Oavius, which, the Vindica« 
tor fays, is the declamation of fome boy, venting bis 
indignation, and trying under the perfon of Ciceroy 
how well he could harangue on the perfidy and in= 
gratitude of Octavius.” For Petrarch in the Letter 
bar angues on Cicero in his turn for venting his ins 
dignation at the perfidy and ingratitude of Octavius, 
who had really done him no ill offices himfelf, but 
had barely given no oppofition to his enemies [t]. And 
in his preface to his Epijt/es concerning pays af~ 
fairs he gives us the whole hiftory of his fanciful 
addrefs to the manes of Cicero; where touching on 
the effeminacy and querulous difpofition of mind ex- 
preffed in Cicero’s Letters, with the matter of which 
he was no lefs offended than he was delighted with the 
ftyle,; Add to thefe, fays he, his litigious Letters, and 
fuch as difcover a levity of mind, in venting his indigna« 
tion and monftrous reproaches again the greateft 
men, whom he had been fo loud in commendation of 
b efore 5 at the reading of which having taken great 
pl eafure and offence at the fame time; I could not re- 
frain from exprefing my refentment in a Letter of 
expoftulation addreffed to himfelf, and from ufing a 
familiarity, which I had coneated from bis writ- 


opt. adm. p. 373. 
[¢] Hoc erat extremum, Ci- 


texta effet ingenio, M. fcilicet 
Bruti ad M. "T. Ciceronem, tibi 


animum accenderit ad virtutem, 
ut diu vix aliud loqui poffes.— 
Saepe etiam ipfe mihi gratiam 
habui, qui tibi 7am Epiftolam 
procuraflem, et oblivione fenio- 
gue obrutam renovafiem, DeRep. 


cero, ut huicipfi [Auguito] tam 
laudato malediceres, qui tibi ne 
dicam malefaceret, fed malefa- 
cientibus non obftaret. Ib.» Ep. 
ad Cic, p. 704. 
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ings, in declaring to him the fevere paffages, which 
gave me offence [uJ]... We may farther obferve, 
that Sirichius, Petrarch’s {cholar. and intimate 
friend, who wrote a /upplement to his fhort lives of 
famous men, relates, that Odavius was fent with 
the Confuls to the relief of D. Brutus and gave a 
defeat to MM. Antony before Modena, when he was 
only feventeen years of age{x]. This miftake he was 
probably led into by the Epiftle to Ofaviuss 
where the excellent Ca/aubon, who looks on. this 
Epiftle as antient, though not Cicera’s[y], would 
change the numeral characters xii. or xvil. into 
xix. or xx. and our late Editor of the Epij/tle, 
for reafons perhaps known to himfelf, has made 
the anachronifm quite impoffible by preferring the 
reading of xii. But Szrichius’s account leaves little 
room to doubt, but the vulgar xvil, was the current 
reading in Petrarch’s time. 

I will venture farther to offer a conjecture, 
that the order of the three fyftems of Cicero’s 
Epiftles was, to Brutus, Atticus, and his Brother 
Quintus in Petrarch’s difpofition of his whole 
collection of Czcero’s Epiftles. For Petrarch ob- 
ferving, that Hpicurus infcribed his collections 
of Epiftles to two or three names, to Jdomeneus, Po- 
lyenus, and Metrodorus ; tells us, that Cicero likewife 
infcribed his collections to much the fame num- 
ber, to Brutus, Atticus, and his Ciceros, his Bro- 
ther and his Son[z]. We have feen, that the fame 


[z] Petr. op. p. 570. fed wvetere tamen. Cafaub. in 
[x] Vide ib. p- 513. Suet. in Aug. C, 3. 
Ly] Inepiftolaad O@a- - [x] Epicurus——epiltolas fuas 


vium, non Ciceronis quidem, duobus aut tribus infcripfit, /- 


D precedence 
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precedence is given to the Epiftles to Brutus in 
the two fff editions of the whole collection at 
Venice and Rome; and this is more remarkable, 
becaufe, as I faid, the Epiftles to Brutus with the 
Epiftle to Ofavius ought to be the /af according 
to the obvious order of the times in which they were 
written, Thefe circumftances give us fome reafon to 
queftion the truth of what Mala/pina relates only upon 
report,that a different order was obferved in Petrarch’s 
copy of the Epiftles, which order, fays he, was fir/t 
introduced into the edition of A/dus, the Father, and 
afterwards continued by the Son [a]. However this 
be, I will recommend a curious fact to the Vindi- 
cator’s confideration. Petrarch’s Letter, which we 
have fo much infifted on, together with his fol- 
lowing Letter written in the fame year and ad- 
dreffed in the fame manner to Cicero, is found in- 
ferted into the collection of all Cicero’s Epiftles in 
the early editions of his works; which tell us 
farther, that it was done in imitation of antient 
example [b}. It is indeed there inferted’ imme- 
diately before the Fpittles to <dAtticus, but was 
probably prefixed by Petrarch to the whole col- 
leftion, of which the Letters to Brutus were 
called the firft book.  Petrarch’s own Letter then, 


domenco, Polyaeno,et Metrodoro: qui ab A/do primum, deinde a 
totidem pene fuas Cicero, Bru- Filio fervatus eft, quem etiam 
to, Attico, et Cicerowibus fuis, audio in exemplari Petrarchae 
Fratri. {cilicet ac. Filio. Petr. inveniri. Malafp. in Ep. ad 
p. 568. Hence one would i- Brut. in init. 

magine, that Petrarch was pot [4] Ed. Badii, 1527. — Quas 
feiied ofall thefe Epittlesof Epi- {Petrarchae Epiltolas] prae- 
cuius, and the two books of Ci- termiffas ideo nolui, ut vel hoc 


cero's Kipiftles to his Sox. errore letores liberem, vel de- 
be | r . . e . bs 
[a] -Mihi placet is ordo, fraudatae portiuncalae calammia 


though 
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though it declares itfelf to have been writ- 
ten by one of Cicero’s pofteri, and bears date 
1340, from an era, which Cicero did not know’; 
yet getting into the antient copies and very early 
editions, was taken for an unguefionable monu- 
ment of the pureft antiquity, and impofed upon the 
ableft critics for a time, being fometimes afcribed 
to Atticus, fometimes to C. Nepos; and poffibly 
might have impofd upon them for a much longer 
time, had not Paulus Zimilius, who flourifhed about 
1520, had the fortune to detect the cheat by meet- 
ing with the Letter in Petrarch’s own works Kt 
Thus the Vindicator’s demonftration is both con- 
futed by plain facts, and is abfolutely precarious 
in itfelf, as every part of it may be denied: For, 
I, In the ages of Barbarifm down to the age in 
which Petrarch lived, neither were the Liberal arts fo 
Wholly oppreffed, nor the purity of the Latin tongue 
fo utterly Jo, nor the writings of Cicero fo difperfed 
in diftant parts of Europe; as to render it incre- 
dible, that a Sophift fhould be found fo /argely 
furnifoed with Cicero’s writings and fo perfett a 
mafter of his ffyle, as to execute the forgery of the 
Jufpected Epiftles, and to impofe it upon the ableft 
Critics. 


Da 


impreffionem noftram. .Jtem in that of Venice of the fame 
Ed. Bafil. 1539. Quas ideo year, it is, ad Brutum, Ofa- 
praetermittendas non putavi- «ium, 9, Fratrem, Atticum. 
mus, ne quid in hac editione, Where it ts obfervable, that the 
guod ab aliis omiffae non effent, Epiftles ad Brutum et Ofa- 
defideraretur. In both thefe wvium are continued together as 
Editions the order of the Epi- they were found by Petrarch. 
ftles is, ad Brutum, 2. Fratrem, [c] Vide Edit. Badii et Bafil. 
Ofavium, Aiticum, as inthe in init. Ep. ad Aitic. 
Roman Edition in 14703; but 
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2. Tue Vindicator advances farther, that, 
fhould fuch a Sophift be found, be could not think 
of putting fuch a cheat upon the world. What end 
could he propofe to himfelf in undertaking it? It 
could not, {ays he, be fame, fince he chofe to le con- 
cealed : nor could it be money, fince in the barbarous 
ages no body would buy his work {d], If he 1s 
ferious here, which many may be apt to doubt; 
I anfwer, firft, That the end of the Sophift’s 
writing the /u/pected Letters might be neither. For 
he himfelf has fuggefted a third end, the exercife of 
genius ; fince the Epiftle to Odzavius 1s the decla- 
mation of fome boy. This was the moft fruitful 
mother of Sophi/tic forgeries in all ages ; and he may 
learn from the inftance of Petrarch’s Letter, that 
writings may become forgeries by chance, or when 
they were not intended to put a cheat upon the 
world. The bare title of a book is many times 
fufficient to conftitute it a forgery, by being 
miftaken for the author of it. Thus a collection 
of Latin verfes has been reputed the real work of 
Cato [e] (as a like collection of Greek ones was re- . 
ferred to Pythagoras) becaufe it was infcribed with 
the name of Cato, as a title moft expreffive of its 
moral and fententious character. ‘The very correcéor 
or tranferiber of a copy could be dignified with the 
character of the author, and the property of Cafar’s 
own feven books of the Commentaries of his Gallic 
war had like to have been abfolutely transferred to ‘7. 


[d] Mid. Pref, Diff. p. 16 facile nequeat aboleri, ait 
Ce] In bell, —— quo parvali vel Cato vel alius (nam autor 
initiantur, ut virtutis inftructio, icertus eft.) I. Sarifl. Poli- 

et ufus teneris ebibitus animis crat. 1. 7. ¢.9. 
Cellus 
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Cel/us, becaufe a Conftantinopolitan of thatnameabout 
A. D. 600. carefully revifed thems; whence thofe 
books were received under the current title of the 
Commentaries of Czefar by Julius Celfus [f]. When 
thofe books of the Commentaries were re-vindicated 
to their real Author, this fame Fulius Celfus be- 
came again intitled to the continuation of the 
Commentaries [g], and at laft to the anonymous book 
concerning the Life of Fulius Cefar; and this book 
has been afcribed to Petrarch, becaufe a fragment 
of it appeared under Petrarch’s name, which was 
probably only ¢ranfcribed by Petrarch, and added 
by way of /upplement to the book of Commentaries 
of the Spanifh war [h]. Nay, to fhew the Vindica- 
tor, that Nonius Marcellus’s citing a Letter of the 
Jufpetted collection is not a circumftance fufficient of 
itfelf to evince its authority; Nonius, by mifciting 
wo verfes in Cicero as from the Prometheus of old 
Accius, has made Cicero guilty of a forgery; for 
Cicero tells us exprefsly, that the ver/es were his 
own, tranflated from the Prometheus of AB /chy- 
lus (z]. —But, fecondly, I anfwer that the Sophift’s 
end might be either fame. or money. For though 
he chofe to die concealed, yet he might gratify a pri- 
vate vanity in imagining that his work might here- 
after be received by fome celebrated Ciceronian 
Hiftoriographer, not only as an original, but the moft 
valuable of that kind, which is preferved to us from 


[f] Fabric.Bib.Lat.p.177,9. dat; Dificillimam rem fufcepi 
[g| Eofdem Cae/aris libros, Petrarch. op. p. 395. 


{criptor rerum fuarum (ut fama [4] Fabric. Bib. Lat. p. 180. 


fert) Fulius Celfus, ut Suetonio [7] Acc. Prometh. : 
widetur, Hirtius, ita commen- -—~~fablime adyolans 
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old Rome ; written in the very crifis and laft firuggle 
of its liberty, by the greateft men who then lived in 
it, and who foon after died for it [k]. Such a com- 
placency the Vindicator’s great authority, Szgonius, 
muft needs have enjoyed for fome confiderable 
time; if he was the real author of the Confolation 
of Cicero, which I would willingly give either of 
them leave to deny. or my own part, l am not 
afbamed to confefs, that I loon upon this piece as ex- 
ceeding all the Epittles of the fufpeéted collection 
in goodnefs of compofition, and in dignity of fen- 
timent; befides that it carries a character of anti- 
quity, common with fome of the worft of them, 
the artifice of a fragment. — However 1 am apt 
to think, that movey. might be the prevailing mo- 
tive for publifhing a new work under Cicero's 
name; though the Vindicator is pofitive, that this 
is an impofible cafe. His argument is, that 7 tbe 
barbarous ages no body would buy the work.; when 
there was fcarce. a man, much lefs a fociety of imen 
in. the. world, who had any particular refpect for 
Cicero, or made any, fludy, of bis writings |/}. 

As we are favoured with an obfervation, 
that from, the reign of ‘Tiberius all the Ro- 


man writers, whether poets or biftorians, feem ta 
vie with. each other in celebrating the praifes of Ci- 
cero, as, the Parent of the Roman wit and eloquence 
[m].5 fo, we have feen, that through the ages of the 
createft Barbarifm down to Petrarch’s age, feveral 


Pinnata cauda, noftrum adulat- veltam perfriftae frontis, ut a/ie- 
fanguinem. na fibi adferiberet. Davil. in loc. 

Nonius in yoce Adufatie, Conf, (A] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 2. 

Cie. Tufe. Difp. li.2..¢. 9, 10. (Z] Ib. p. 16,13, 14. 

At: Tullius-—-nec tam inops erat, [m] Life of Cic. v. il. p. 501. 

writers 
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writers celebrated the. praifes of Cicero, made a 
fiudy of bis writings, and afferted to him the title 
of the Parent of the Roman eloquence [nu]. Petrarch 
himfelf, the farft referer of the /u/pected Letters, 
looks upon’ it as aftonifhing, that thefe fhould be 
found in any age fo much as a may, much 
more a fociety of men, who had not a tafte for the 
Ciceronian eloquence, ftyle, or even manner of {peak- 
ing{o]. Whether this charge is juft upon the learned 
Sidonius Apollinaris and his followers, 1 fhall thew 
hereafter ; but Petrarch ftrongly contends, that no 
body controverts Cicero’s being the Prince of eloquence. 
In another place he tells us of his own particular 
cafe, that from his very childhood he applied him- 
felf clofely to the fludy of Cicero’s writings, whe- 
ther through a natural inftinct, or by the inftiga- 
tion of his Father, who was a perfect adorer of 
that author, and particularly curious in collecting his 
writings [p]. But that the /tudy of Cicero was not 


Ile, 72 quo Latinitas -—Yn eo certe non fallor, vel fi’ 


[7] 


noitra /olo invenit, quicquid in- fallor,. cum mu/tis longeque 


folenti Graeciae eleganter oppo- 
nit, aut praefert, Cicerone lo- 
quor, Romani autorem eloguii. 
LeSanlh Bolier: Lie. of2z; 

{o] Olibertas !——inventum 
effe hominem Latinum, qui — 
eloquentiam aut ftylum aut o- 
mnino dicendi genus Ciceronis 
irrideat! Atque hoc Sidonzus 
aufus eft, atque: illi detra- 
here, culomues deferunt, praeter 
paucos illius coaetaneos ac convi- 
vas, .quos praefentium. comes 
haud dubie torfit.— Ut contra 
indubitatum eloguentiae printipem 
eloguentiae ftudiofus infurgeret_! 


D 


clariffimis falli juvat, quod fo- 
lutae facundiae principatus, con- 


tradi€toribus date victis, unius’ 
Ciceronisettproprius. Petr. ep.” 


Prion 4 
p} Ab ipfa pueritia——ego 


libris Ciceronis incubui, feu na- 


turae inftindtu, feu parentis hor- 


tatu, qui auctoris illius venera- 
tor ingens fuit.. Volumen e-- 
legantifimum, ¢ui par aliud 
invenire difficile, patermas in- 
ter res inventum, quod in de- 
litiis pater habuerat. Petr. op. 
p. 946, 8- 
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the peculiar of that family, we may learn from his 
rapturous exclamation to Cicero himfelf. O greateft 
Parent of the Roman eloquence, to whom thanks are 
due, not only from me, but from all of us together, 
who are garnifbed with the flowers of the Latin 
tongue. We ingenuoufly confefs, that our meadows 
are watered from your fountains, that we follow 
you our leader, are promoted by your favours, and are 
honoured with your name; in fhort, that it is under 
your aufpices that we have made thefe attainments, 
whatever they are, in eloquence(q]. His faying, that 
they were honoured with the name of Cicero, may be 
in allufion to the name of Ciceronian, which the 
Vindicator might have obferved to be current 
in this barbarous age [r], as well as about the time 
of the Reformation, two centuries afterwards, when 
the men of tafte and polite letters began to vie with 
each other in the delicacy of ‘their ftyle, and, above 
all, in the imitation of Cicero ; in which they were 
fo nice and faftidious, as to allow nothing to be claf- 
fical, that was not drawn from bis works[s]. To 
return to Petrarch ; after he had obferved in ano- 
ther place upon the gratorial character of Cicero, 
he follows him into his retirements, which pro- 
duced his philafophical treatifes, whence, lays he, 
bow great emolument bas accrued to the ftudy of La. 
tin Letters, there 1s no{cholar now, that needs to be 
informed {t}. Laftly, the reprefentation which he 

(q] Petr. op. p. 705. [¢}] Quid eidem licet invito 

[rv] Si mirariautem Crceronem  Ciceroni {olitudo illa contulerit 
hoc eft Cicerenianum efle, Cice- notum eft; fecit enim magnum 


ronianus{um, Ib. p. 1054... de fummo oratore _philofo- 
Fs| Mid. Pref, Diff, p. 45. phum, ex quo quantum fludiis 
makes 


ty 
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makes in his Letter to Czcero may without great 
injuftice be transferred to the prefent Ciceronian 
times. You may want, fays he, to hear how it has 
fared with your books, whether with the genera- 
lity of men, or with the learned in particular,— With 
the generality the fame of your aétions and your 
eloquence is every where loudly celebrated: but the 
learned or inquifitive are but few. — Therefore fome 
of your books are irrecoverably loft [u). 

Ir was the character of learning in Petrarch’s 
age to be inquifitive after the rare or the Jo? books 
-of the Antients, and particularly of Gicero. This 
is farther evident from his epiffolary writings, 
from which we mentioned an inquiry of a per- 
fon of reputation for learning, who wanted to be 
fupplied with Cicero’s rare books at his own expence, 
in order to execute fome literary undertaking [»]. 
A like inftance is feen in the books of Glory, which 
Petrarch’s old mafter borrowed of him for the fame 
ufe; and hence fufpicions may arife, that many of 
this fort of Cicero’s works, and particularly thefe 
renowned books of Glory, fuffered by a race of de- 
teftable plagiaries, who would prevent a detection 
by deftroying the only remaining evidences of 
their frauds. But whether it was the defire, fo in- 
aufpicious to learning, of impofing cheats upon the 
world, or the generous induftry of a learned cu- 
riofity, which actuated the minds of men at this 


Latinis accreverit, nemo fludio- Ciceronis, fi quos inufitatos et 

fus eff qui nefciat. Petrar. p. extraneos haberem, tibi quoque 

280. cuidam nuper coepto oper? {fub- 
[w] Ib.-p. 705. venirem, ‘ua {cilicet zmpenfa— 
{x | Petierasex me, utde libris Ib. p. 946. 


time 
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time to raife up the Azdden remains of Cicero and 
the Antiénts, which feem to have been buried to- 
gether in the immediately preceding century [.y] ; it 
is certain, that as no expence was {pared on the one 
hand, fo it gave occafion to numberlefs impoftures 
en thé ether. Petrarch himfelf would have re- 
deemed his books of Glory, which his neceffitous 
mafter pretended tobe engaged fora cebt, at any 
rate; and he tells us in this very place, that there 
was a volume put into his hands under the fal- 
ified: titlé of Cicero’s Hortenfius, which appeared on 
éxatfination to be only the books of Academical 
Difpatations, one of the common works of Cicero (2). 
But what he relates in another place 1s very extra- 
ordinary, that he never made a journey into fo- 
reign: parts, where he did not meet with, not only 
books of Cicero, which he had sever feen, but 
books under fuch titles, as he had never beard of 
before [a]. One would be apt to fufpect, that 
thefe muft be fwarms of palpable forgeries, detected 
perhaps, as others likewife pretending to the fame 
antiquity were [4], by Petrarch afterwards. For we 
havé heard: him fay a little before his death, that he 
was pofieffed of no works of Cicero but only a fecw 
Orations and: Epijtles, befides what were commonly 
cam libros, fed inaudita libro- 


yun nomina compererim. ‘Wee 


6645 
LJ 


[6] Vide de falfitate privilegii, 


(iy li Librorum aliqui—periere, 
magnus faeculi nofirt pudor, 
magna pofteritatis mnjuria pro- 


fecto ; namque quod if tuis con- 
queror, et in multorum virorum 
Muftrium libyisiaccidit. Petr, 
Ep: ad Cicer. p. 705. 

[x] 'Ib. p? 948) 

[a] Mihi—vix unquam pere- 
grinatio longior fufcepta eft, ubi 
non incognitos Cicersnis; ne dl- 


velut a F. Caefare conceth, 
Aufiriam ab im perio eximentis. 
Rer. Sen. L. 15. Ep. 5. Howe- 
ver in his more early life he had 
not deteéted any forgeries under 
Cicero's name. See ib. 1. 2. 
Ep. 4. 

known. 
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known. It is not to my purpofe to mention the 
numerous forgeries of the next century, and efpe- 
cially thofe of the grand impoftor, Aunius of Vi- 
terbo ; any farther than to acquaint the Vindicator, 
that as Petrarch and his contemporaries in/pired the 
learned of the fucceeding ages with the fame zeal 
[c], which they received from their fathers, of 
hunting out the works of the Antients; fo before 
the time of the Reformation, nay perhaps before 
his fix or feven, rather fragments, than intire Let- 
ters of the fufpected collection ever made their ap- 
pearance in the world, a Sophijt might be found, 
who could think (and carry his thought into exe- 
cution with too much fuccefs, notwithftanding the 
abilities of fucceeding Critics) of putting fuch a4 
cheat upon the world. 1 will therefore venture to 
offer another conjecture, 

II. Fuart for fame, for money, or for other ends, 
or out of no fraudulent intention at all, the thought 
of writing our /u/pecfed Letters might poffibly be 
entertained by a Sophift in. Petrarch’s age or the 
ages preceding him. 

BuT after all, the Vindicator muft excufe me, 
if I do not confine my inquiries after a Sophift: 
to the later and more barbarous ages. He might 
in truth as well place him in the ages of more light 


and learning; for I cannot by any; means admit: 


of his principle, which is. prefumed to: be. fo 
certain as not to need any proof, viz. that there 
could be no room for a forgery of the Jujpected Let- 
ters. as: long as. Cicero’s genuine Letters to Brutus: 
were jn being ; which we cannot fuppofe to have been’ 
Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 7. 


[<. 
wholly 
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wholly loft in Rome and Italy, till the final declenfion 
of that Empire, and till the purity of the Latin 
ngue was loft (d}. It is pity he has difappointed 
“iofity fo natural, to know from what exqul- 
Gite: ee into antiquity, or from what efo- 
teric dogma of his rational fyftem, which he fo 
often impofes on us, againft the evidence of plain 
faét, he could lay it down as incontefted, that there 
could be no room for fuch a forgery as long as the genuine 
Letters were in being. One would rather think, on 
the contrary, that there was the only room for 
iy imitation, which gave occafion to moft 
Greek and Latin forgeries, whe the genuine Letters 
were {till in being; ae if our Letters were an in- 
nocent {chool-exercife only, they would naturally be 
imputed to thofe, in whofe names they were writ- 
ten, becaufe their genuine Letters were in being. 
Thus becaufe there were twenty-one genuine Come- 
dies in being under Plautus’s name, he had as early 
as Varro’s time been intitled to fome [purious ones, 
and Gellius tells us, that in his own time the num- 
ber of Comedies under that Poet’s name were about 
one hundred and thirty [e]. But if the forgery was 
intended to put a cheat upon the world, it might 
have the advantage of fome probability (as the 
fictions of poets are generally founded in hiftory) 
as long as there were monuments ftill fubfifting of 
areal correfpondence. One can hardly imagine, 


[2] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 5,13. ronanae vocantur, quas iccirco 

[e] Ferantur autem fub P/auti a caeteris fegregavit, quoniam 
nomine comoediae circiter cen- dubiofae non erant ; — quafdam 
tum atque triginta-—Praeter item alias probavit. Gell. 
illas unam et viginti,quaeVar- Nott, Att. 1, 3. c. 3. 


that 
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that the Sophift would be difcouraged by any 
fcruples of modefty; for when he could entertain 
the thought of putting on the perfon of Cicero, 
he may poffibly be prefumed to have had the af- 
furance of thinking, that his writings would fuffer 
little by the comparifon. Thus there being a 
known commerce of Letters between C7cero and 
F,. Cefar, fomebody prefumed to forge a Letter as 
from Czfar at Alexandria to Cicero himfelf; and 
that with fo much dexterity, that though it was 
drawn in terms fo flight and general, that inftead of 
giving him any fatisfattion, 1t made him only fufpect 
that it was forged [f 3 yet he afterwards perceived 
his fufpicions 4a de true, becaufe it was dated the 
ninth of February; whereas it became known, that 
Cefar had not fent any Letter fince the middle of 
December before [g]. | As to Ce/ar’s compofitions, 
though Cicero declares them to be iwimitadle for 
MES elegance and /implicity [b] ; yet many attempted 
an imitation of them, when they were ftill in de- 
ing, and fome with a manifeft intention to put a 
cheat upon the world. For to fay nothing of the 
continuation of the Commentaries, the author of 
great part of which was not certainly known to 
the antients, and the moderns are hard put to it 


(f] Life of Cic. v. 2. p. 142. 
(¢] Illum ab Alexandrea dif- 
cefliffe nemo nunciat, conftatque 
—nec poft fdus Decemb. ab 
illo datas ullas literas; ex quo 
illud intelligis, illud de literis 
a.d.yv. Id. Febr. datis —— nox 
verum effe. Ep.ad Att. x1. 17. 
[4] Orationes quidem ejus mihi 


vehementer probantur.—Atque 
etiam Commentarios quof{dam 
{cripfit rerum fuarum.—— Nadi 
—funt, recti et venu/ii. Sed 
dum voluit alios habere parata, 
unde fumerent qui vellent fcri- 
bere hiftoriam ;——/anos quidem 
homines a feribendo deterruit. 


Brut. ¢. 75. 
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to {tate the precife boundaries of the original and 
the fupplemental parts [7]; it is certain, that an 
Oration pretending to have been fpoken by him to 
the army juft upon an engagement in Spain, was de- 
nied by Auguffus to be genuine; and this Oration 
was quickly multiplied into two, the aeceffory one 
pretending to have been fpoken on occafion of a 
later engagement in that country, where Afinius Pol- 
io could prove that Czfar did not make any fpeech 
[k]. Some puerile performances too were cur- 
rent under the fame name, to which Augu/tus would 
not allow a place in his Palatine library. There 
is fome refemblance between the fates of this great 
man’s writings and his correfpondent Cicero’s. For 
the Rhetorical pieces to Herennius, which deliver 
the firft elements or inftitutions of Oratory, are ex- 
prefsly afcribed to Cicero by many of the antients, 
and have been thought to be the ruder compofi- 
tions of his younger years; but now the learned 
are generally of a different opinion, and attribute 
them to Cornificius, the Father or Son, or to fome 
other of Cicero’s contemporaries [/]. The invective 


[4] Reliquit et rerum fuarum —psem libros de bello Gallico Cae- 
Commentarios, Gallici civilifque faris efle putat. G. Voff. de 
belli Pompeiani. Nam Alexan- Hitt. Lat. p. 62. 
drini, Africique et Hif/pamienfss [4] Apud milites quoque in Ar- 
incertus auctor eft. Aliienim fania idem Auguftus Orationem 
Oppium putant, ali Hirtium ; efle vix ipfus putat.: quae ta- 
qui etiam Gadllici belli novifli- men duplex fertur; una quafi 
mum imperfetumque librum priore habita proelio: altera pa- 
fuppleverit. Suet. in Caef. 56. /eriore; quo Afinius Pollio ne 
Tanta cum fit Commentariorum tempus quidem conctonandi ha- 
€aefaris venuftas; tamen Fr. bxife eum dicit, fubita hoftium 
Floridus Sabiuus tres de bello ci- incurfione. Suet. Jb. 55 
vili libros Cae/ari abjudicat 3— [7] Fabric. Bibl. Lat. v. 1. p. 
Imo Lud. Carrio ne quidem fe- 105. 

Orations 
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Orations under Sa/luf?s and Cicero’s name are carried 
up as high as 4uguffus’s reign; and reputed to be 
the exercifes of Porcius Latro, who ufed, con- 
trary to the antient method of inftitution, to be the 
only performer in his fchool; on which account 
his fcholars were called by the nick-name of 4udj- 
tors{m]. The former of thefe Orations is exprefsly 
cited by Quintilian as Salluf’s own [x], and his au- 
thority had fo much weight with the learned 
ever fince, that no one ventured to offer any 
fcruple about it, till Vidtorius and one of his ac- 
quaintance led the way[o]. There is little room to 
doubt, but the Oration bearing Cicero’s name came 
from the fame hand ; Viéforius having obferved it 
to be exactly fimilar to the other in fentiment and 
character [p]; and accordingly they are called in 
a very antient MS. Controverfiae, the gene- 
ral title of thefe declamatory compofitions. Thefe 
are pregnant inftances of forgeries impofed up- 
on the ableft critics, under the very name of Cicero 
and an eminent contemporary writer, when their 
genuine works were {till zz being; and the Vindica- 
tor will not contend, that Quintilian’s Authority is 
to be lefs depended on, than that of the old Gram- 
marian, Nonius Marcellus. One would conclude 


{72]Initiocontumeliae caufaa rat. lib. 4. c. 1. wide et ig. 
deridentibus difcipuli Latronis c. 3. 
Auditores vocabantur. Senec. [o] P. Victor. var. le€tion. 1. 
Controv. 25. Teg UG 

[2] Quid? non Salluftius di- [p] Si accurate autem attendi- 


recto ad Ciceronem, in quem i- 
pfum dicebat, ufus eft principio, 
et quidem protinus? Graviter 
ef iniquo animo, etc. Ink, O- 


mus, formamque Orationis no- 
tamus, cum par admodum fini- 
Lifque fit, ejuidem {criptoris i- 
pfas judicabimus, etc. Ib. 
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from a paflage of Quintilian, that Cicero publifhed 


no Orations in defence of Vatinius and Gabinius (q}3 
and yet the defence of the former had become a 
fmall oration (like thofe of Salut and Cicero) in St. 
Ferom’s time [r]; but as to the fragment ftill re- 
maining of Gabinius’s defence, which I allow to 
the Vindicator to be truly Giceronian[s]3 he him- 
felf has well conjectured, that Cicero’s Oration was 
never publifhed, dut as it was his cuftom to keep the 
minutes or rough draught of all bis pleadings, in what 
he called bis Commentaries, fo St. Jerom has pre- 
ferved from them a fmall fragment of this Speech [t}. 
Other Orations, and fome of them of later ori- 
gine, were made in like manner under Cz- 
cero’s name upon feveral remarkable occafions, 
when Cicero is known either not to have*/poken, or 
to have fpoken, but wot to have publifbed his {peech. 
Thus a {mall pro/e-fragment is preferved by Nonius 
out of Cicero’s Confulate [u], concerning which Cicero 
was not permitted to {peak [wv] ; anda whole Oration 


praetermiflum imprudentiae, 
vel (ut gravius interpretemur) 
negligentiae excufatione defen- 
ditur ; poft reditum in gratiam, 
fi quid eft commiffum, id non 
neglectum, fed violatum puta- 
alias ubi fodalitiorum tur, nec imprudentiae, fed per- 

Revolve dialogos fidiae affignan folet. Hieron. 
adv, ib. 


[¢] Dixit Cicero pro Gabinio 
et P. Vatinio, inimiciflimis an- 
tea fibi hominibus, et in quos 
Orationes etiam /crip/erat. Inf. 
Orat. 1. 11.¢. I. 

[7] nese pro V atinio oratiun- 
culam, eta 
mentio fit. 
Tulliit. Hieron. Apol. 


Ruffin i 4. 

[s] Ego cum omnes amicitias 
tuendas “fe mper putavi fumma 
religione et fide, tum eas maxi- 
me, quae eflent ex inimicitiis 
revocatae in gratiam: propterea 
quod integris amicitils ofhcium 


(¢] Life of Cic. v.i. p. git. 
[u} Cicero Confulatufuo: Qua- 
rum luxuries fortunata cenfa pe- 
perit. Nonius in voce Cen/us. 
[x ]Atqueille [ Metellus Nep.] 
—pridie Kal. Jan. qua injuria 
nemo unquam in aliquo magi- 
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is {till fubfifting, which pretends to be {poken 
by him Jdefore be went into banifbment. Cicero 
indeed did fpeak on another great occafion, the 
peace upon Cefar’s death; but yet the Oration 
under that title fcarce ever made its appearance in 
any of our Editions, till a late faithful colle@or 6f£ 
the Ciceronian remnants of antiquity engaged in the 
bold attempt to retrieve it from oblivion, having 
taken Cicero’s hand to be fo clearly difcernible in it, 
as to think it hardly poffible that it could have been 
written by any body elfe[y]. Nor were the dealers 
in controverfial Rhetoric either in antient or more 
modern times lefs affiduous in making Orations 
againft Cicero. <Afconius Pedianus, who was older 
than Quintilian himfelf, and whofe authority is ex- 
prefsly alledged by him [2], mentions two fuch zy- 
veelive Orations pretended to be fpoken by C. 4y- 
tony and Catiline, when they were Cicero’s competi: 
tors for the Confulfhip; at which time they did 
Speak againft him, but the Orations under their 
names were forged fhortly after to detraé from Ci- 
cero’s character [a]. There are other two Orations 
again{t Cicero under Gatiline’s name, upon the fub- 
ject of the Con/piracy, though Catiline did not maké 
ftratu improbiflimus civis affe- [2] Orationem Ciceronis velut 
étus eft, ea me Confulem affecit, thema ipfe exponens Pedianus; 
——atque abeuntem magiftratu Argumentum, wmquit, tale ef. 
concionis habendae potefate pri- Init. Orat. 1. 5. c. 10. 
vavit. Ep. Fam. v. 2. {2] Huic Orationi Ciceronis 
[vy] Quanquam—haec Oratio et Carilina et Antonius contume- 
vix inter alias Ciceronis repe-  liofe re/ponderunt. Feruntur 
Tiatur, ita tamen /fy/um ejus et quoque Orationes nomine iHorum 
dicendi charadterem refert, ut, editae, non ab ipfis feriptae, fed 
quin illius fit, emo plane dubi- ab Ciceronis obtreatoribus. 


tet, Merouv. Arg. in Orat.de Afcon. in Frag. Orat. in Toga 
Pace. Edit.in ufum Delph, Cand. ad fin, 


E any 
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any recrimination ; as well as Cicero’s fifth Oration 
again{ft Catiline, and another moft ample one, the 
property of which is afferted to Porcius Latro in 
the prefent Editions. 

From Orations the tranfition is natural to £- 
piftles ; there having always been a very near al- 
liance between shitlies two kinds of imitation of real 
life in the fchools of the Rhetoricians, Indeed 
the colourings were generally fo much overcharged 
in their epz/folary portraits, that the diftin¢tions of 
the kinds have been almoft quite loft. The Vindi- 
cator takes the Epiftle to Offavius to be a declama- 
tion; and the Critics are hardly yet agreed, whe- 
ther the two pieces under Sallufi’s name, addrefled 
to F. Cefar concerning the regulation of the Republic, 
are more properly Ovations or Epifiles; and many 
of our /u/pected Epiftles appear under the fame am- 
biguous character. That there was room for a 
forgery of Letters under the names of antient writers 
as long as their genuine Letters were in being, might 
be proved from a variety of inftances, in claffical 
as well as ecclefiaftical antiquity [4]. But to confine 
ourfelves to the fpecial cafe of the Epifiles of Cicero 
and Brutus; the Epijile to Ofavius is allowed, by 
the ableft Critic that ever lived, to be antient, ‘and 


[5] See an Epiftle as from 
Cornelius Nepos to Salluff re- 
commending his pretended La- 
tin tranflation of Dares Phry- 
gius: yet Nepos’s genuine Epi- 


ftles were extant in LaGantius’s 
time, [Inft. Div. 1. 3. c.15.] 
and there were favo books of E- 
piftles between him and Cicero. 
There were {purious E/egies and 


a profe Epiftle to Maecenas un- 
der Horace’s name, as early as 
Suetonius’s time. Vit. Horat. 
See the fpurious Epiftles of St. 
Paul and Seneca, which were 
feen by St. Hierom; and other 
antient apocryphal Epiftles, etc. 
in Fabric.Cod. Apocry ph. Nov. 
Teft, tom. ii, p. 892, etc. 


yet 
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yet it is certain, that at leaft three Books of Gicero’s 
genuine Letters to the fame Ofavius were in being 
in Nonius’s time [c]. Nay, we may go ttill higher 
than this old Grammarian. ‘There are Letters of 
Cicero referred to by Aufonius, which the Vindica- 
tor muft either allow to have been /purious, or 
he cannot maintain his judgment as a Biographer, 
who charges Dio with ab/furdly grounding fome 
little fcandal on Cicero’s particular familiarity and 
correfpondence of Letters with Cerellia, though he 
owns her to have been feventy years old{d}. For thefe 
Letters to Cerellia, which Au/onius defcribes, were 
diftinguithed for their {pirit of amorous gallantry [e}; 
and therefore with our common confent the poet 
and his {prightly comrades thal] be anfwerable for 
them; except we would rather affert with Grono- 
vius, that they were forged before this time, per- 
haps upon the plan of Calenus’s fpeech in Dio, 
which fuggefted the “ittle fcandal of Cicero’s par- 
ticular familiarity with Ceerellia [ f]. I would only 
obferve, that. the original correfpondence of Cicero 
and this philofopbicai Lady was once in deing and well 
known to the Antients ; and therefore by a rule of 
the Vindicator, we cannot fuppofe it to have been. 
wholly loft in Rome and Italy till the jinal declenfion 
[¢] Nonius in voc. Jnvehi. _ neceflarily requires; and it feems 
[d} Life of Cic. v.ii. p.516. to have been corrupted into 
fe] Effe Apulejum in vita omnibus. Vide Gron. et Graev. 
philofophum, in epigrammatis not. in Aufon.Cent. Nupt. in fin; 
amatorem ; in praeceptis [ Cice- [f] —Si tamen illae Cicero- 
ronis| extare feveritatem, in e- xis Epiftolae fuerunt, et non 
piftolisad Caerelliam fubefle petu- lafcivientium ingeniorum ; qua- 
Yantiam.— The vulgar reading les qui in eum Sal/u/fii, et in 
is——in praeceptis omnibus,— Salluftium ejus declamationes 


but the Critics fupply the name fubjecerunt. Gron. in loc. Vide 
Ciceronis, which the context Dion. Hilt. Rom, p. 303. 
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of that Empire [ge]. Quintilian cites one of Cicero’s 
Letters to her, of a more /erious turn, where he is 
accounting for her quiet fubmiffion to Cz/ar’s ufur- 
pation, and fays, that ¢hefe things muft be borne, ei- 
ther with the foul of a Cato, or with the fpleen of 
a Cicero. [A]. 

Ir we pafs over to Brutus, we fhall find that a 
ftill more early Sophift had been forging Letters 
for him, and, what is more, Letters fuppofed to 
be written in that very du/y period, which the Vin- 
dicator has fet out for eight books of correfpondence 
with Cicero, all in being until Nonius’s time [7]. Plu- 
tarch tells us, that Brutus was a well-accomplifbed 
Latin orator for military harangues and judicial 
pleadings ; but that his Greek compofition, in fome 
of bis Epiftles, was faulty, through the affectation of 
a Laconic and apophthegmatical manner [k]. He then 
gives a fpecimen of Brutus’s manner in three Greek 
Epiftles to the cities of Greece, from which he was 
raifing contributions ; and concludes with obferving, 
that this is the character of his foort Epiftles, which 
are faulty in the compofition. In imitation of this 
fpecimen, which was given by Plutarch, and upon 
the plan of Brutus’s commerce with the tributary 
Cities, reprefented chiefly by that Hiftorian in his 
Life, it is not unlikely that the collection of Brutus’s 
Greek Letters was framed, which is zw being at this 

[g] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 5. [7] Mid. ib. p. 4. 

[4] Cicero Caerelliae {cripfit, [4] “Pupaist pty dy foxélo wpds 
reddens rationem cur illa C. cas t&cdus x) tes ciryaves inavar 
Caefaris tempora tam patienter ¢ Bperos “EAAnns! 08 ray aro- 
toleraret ; baec aut animo Ca- Qbeypcllinny x) Aaxwnxdy zariln- 
tonis ferenda funt, aut Cicero- divav Beayvaroyiay tv vais toriso- 


nis flomacho, Inf. Orat. 1.6. aAais inays wageonucs icv. In 
C. 3. Brut. init. 


day ; 
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day ; but thefe like the Vindicator’s 4x or feven, ra- 
ther fragments than intire Letters, where they are 


found, are jumbled together confufedly, and read with 
little or no regard; if indeed they are read at all. 


One thing may be obferved concerning them, that 
the firft inftance in Plutarch continues to obtain the 
jirft place in the collection, into which the other in- 
ftances are likewife inferted, as if it was propofed 
for the imitation of fome doy; and we find Photius, 
many ages after, propofing them to his Friend, to- 
gether with Phalaris’s Epittles, for a ready courfe 
of exercife towards attaining to the artificial cha- 
racter of epiftolary writing [1]. ‘This judicious di- 
{cerner of genuine and /purious pieces mentions the 
latter collection of Epiftles as a/cribed only to Pha- 
Jaris; and he characterifes the other collection as 
being infcribed with Brutus, the Roman General’s 
name; by which he intimates his opinion, that the 
Epiftles were not really his. Thus Gero himfelf 
infcribed his book of famous Orators, and Empulus 
his treatife of Ce/far’s murder with the name of the 
fame Brutus [m). Now thefe are the Letters of 
Brutus, not the Latin Letters of the /u/pedied colle- 
étion, as the Vindicator will have it, which Era/mus 
feems to rank in the fame clafs with thofe of Phalaris, 
(fo Photius ranked them long before, and fo they 
continue together in many Editions to this day) 
as the declamatory compofitions of [ome Sophift , and 


[7] TEX: 6 O, ive pence poorrepey Phot. Ep. 207. 


7 gob TO THS yopracias ed drov, [ we] ° O 02’ ‘Erdos xxle 
2s £66 Deiraery ExetvOv, obey AéAosirev [asx Cov Ky 3 Pav roy oF 
rov Axparyay|svoy Tu powoy avaPes os yl poqayuce mies THIS Kealoagos 


pouting tmisoras’ x) ais Betrog aivaseicews, 0 Br¥ros imiptyenmles. 
6 Pupaiwy seclnyes émiyerQdas, Plut. ib. 
E 3 there- 
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therefore he might have {pared his learned furprife, 
that Era/mus, upon another occafion, fhould cite the 
very fame Latin Letters, without intimating the 
leaft fufpicion of them {un}. But the Greek Letters 
of Brutus were ftill more difrefpected than the Latin 
ones, in that they lay unanfwered, till a profeffed 
Sophift under the name of Mithridates, admiring 
the peculiar dignity, or majefty, of fentiment and 
ftyle in them [0], and being well aware of their zm- 
patient, querulous, dogmatic manner, agreeable to 
the fiercene/s and haughtine/s of Brutus’s nature [ p]5 
attempted to reply ‘ith an meh conduét and fubli- 
mity, and has not ill expreffed all the calmne/s, pru- 
dence and mai ins nt dows Brutus’s temper, that we 
ob expect from th - diftracted cities 2n that crifis 
f their affairs, when or their wews were bent upon 
sabe themfelves from the refentment of the Con- 
queror. But I miftake after all, if the Vindicator 
has not taken his ideas of the frercene/s and haugh- 
tinefs of Brutus’s nature trom the agreeable repre- 
fentations of the Greek and Latin Sophifts. In his 
Life of Cicero he builds on this /~/peéfed foundation 
alone the churlifbue/s and morofe arrogance of this 
excellent perfon, his claiming infinite honours to him- 
felfand allowing none to any body elfe(q], and fuch an 
heap of inconfiftencies with his profeffed principles 
and the whole tenor of his actions, as a manof fenfe 
would hardly {wallow down upon the credit of com- 


{x} Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 9. yxeexxinea. Mithrid. Praef. ad 
(o] Tes Beers tba wxoe ax oA- Beate Ep. Gr. Conf. Mid. Pref. 
aguss Emisonas, & paovov deworn- Dill. p. 11 
TOS % oviloares Heels aArAw i; [p] Mid. ib. p- 116. 
ws myemouins Deovnmalos Exkoas (¢] Life of Cic. v. ii, p. 487. 


mon 
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mon hiftory [7]. Whereas Brutus, though he was 
once querulous indeed, when he thought he had 
yeafon to complain of Cicero’s Provincial negotiations 
and decrees ; yet is every where {poken of in hiftory, 
as a Perfon of uncommon moderation, bumanity, and 
communicativenefs [5]; and the Biographer himfelf, 
when he can attend to fubftantial and notorious 
facts, inftead of his uxauthorifed materials of hifto- 
ry, can relate, that Brutus being of a temper more 
mild and {crupulous, contented bimfelf generally with 
the regular methods of raifing money, from bis love of 
philofophy and the politer fludies, having contraéted 
an affection for the cities of Greece [t], It may be 
queftioned too, whether the Sophifts themfelves 
did not take the meafure of Brutus’s temper from 
the miftaken character of his eloquence, which was 
forcible and affecting, by its honeft and refolute 
franknefs, and fupplied the want of imagery and 
embellifhment by folidity of reafon and fometimes 
too great clofenefs of fenfe. This very probably 
was the reafon of Czcero’s complaint of obfcurity in 
his compofitions ; as may appear from an example 

of his manner preferved to us 3 Quintilian (u} : 

though the modern apologifts for the obfcurity, or 


[r] Life of Cic. v. it. P4772: 

[s] Beurov Oe reyes 5 Ov aeeliy 
Dirsrobas pry UNO THY GWOAAWYs 
ceaobat o vm0 Toy Pinun, Sav- 
ct Cec Acer Of ume Tay aeeheuir, jas- 
celal oe yond ume Tay mone- 
pba" OTs mecos 0 avi Seeds gov 
ee 9 a ik dl ty 0s oe 
yn % noovny 5 CINE OVES \ceY omc 
Sas, ogduov Oe vy yepeny Hy a 
xecuaTe lov Eswooy ume T3 xaArs K, 
Since draDuratlovry % péyiroy 


UENCK y auTe mets EvvOscey x, * oF cy 
m THS ese Plut. 
in Brut. p. 997. 

[z] Lifeof Cie, ib. p. 470. 

(«] Quale apud Brutum de 
dictatura Cn. Pomp ell; Prae- 
flat enim nemini imperare, a” 

alicui fervire; fine illo enim wi- 
were honefte licet, cum hoc vi 
vendi nulla conditia e/?. ie) 
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rather want of Grammar in the Latin Epiftles under 
his name, would charge it to the peculiar genius of 
Brutus’s fiyle (uv). 

Ir is upon the credit of the fame fufpected You- 
chers, which, for an obvious reafon, the Vindica- 
tor of Cicero will needs call the Jef {x}, that he 
gives us the contraft of Cicero’s extenfive view and 
true judgment of things, tempered with the greateft 
politene/s and affection [y] 3 and Jays open the whole 
progre/s of Cicero’s management, of Oéfavius in par- 
ticular, from the time of Cefar’s death, in order ta 
fhew the reafonablenefs and neceffity of each fep [z). 
And yet, as Vindicator of the Letters, he finds it 
convenient to deny, that one end of the forgery, 
which I provided for the Sophift, might be ¢o 
vindicate Cicero’s charaéter from the imputation of 
rafonels, in throwing too much power into the hands 
of Oétavius [a]. But though he shought this end 
vidiculous, when it was mentioned to him ozce, he 
{ays, in a converfation, and freely told me fo; yetl 
will venture to affert it again, becaufe he has fince 
told me otherwife. For he has full as freely told 
me, that I would /acrijice all regard to Cicero’s cha- 
vatter to the fupport of this favourite hypothe/fis [>], 
viz. that the Letters are /purious. He adds, Againft 
whom then could this Sophift mean to defend Cicero ? 

[z] Nunc agendum eft, ne iffe. Veruntamen loci hujus, 


fruftra oppreflum efle Antonium 7 quis eff, hic mihi videtur. 
o 


gavifi fimus, neu femper primi Malafp. in loc. 


cujufque mali excidendi caufa [x] Life of Cicero, v. 11. ps 
fit, ut aliud renafcatur illo pe- 473. 

jus. Ep. Brut. i. 4. Obfeure di- [y] Ib. p. 487. 
dium ac intelle@u difficile, ut {z} Ib. p.474. 
minus equidem mirer, Bruti {a} Pref. Diff. p. 17. 
fenfum nonnunquam ne ipfum [4] Ib. p. 33. 
quidem Ciceronem affequi potu- 3 . 


Why, 
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Why, truly, againft himfelf. For no body ever ac- 
cufed him but the author of thefe Letters, or no body, 
he ventures to fay, who had not firft read and believed 
them to be genuine 3 and therefore, if 1 will be con- 
fiftent, 1 muft introduce two Sophifts inftead of ones 
the ome to arraign, and the other to defend Cicero 
[c]. I believe he himfelf will be obliged to in- 
troduce two authors of the Letters under Crcero’s 
name, if he will account for the suconfiftencies im 
fait between the eighteen fcattered Letters, which 
were publifhed in the firftt Editions, and the fx or 
feven more, rather fragments than intire Letters, 
which happened to be found many years after in Ger- 
many. But it is eafy to maintain, from the zmme- 
morial practice of the Profeffion, the fimplicity of 
the Sophift under the perfonated characters of both 
Plaintiff and Defendant ; and if the principal de- 
fence of Cicero is the moft trifling and contemptible 
Letter in the whole collection [d], it is no more than 
what might be expected from the Sophift’s zeal, 
fince he would /ay open, as the Vindicator has told 
us, the whole progre/s of Cicero’s management, and 
therefore talk of a great variety of facts and affairs 
which he knew little of. That ”o body ever accufed 
Cicero but the author of thefe Letters, 1s not very 
confiftent with telling us farther, that fome old wrt- 
ters fay, that Cicero was duped and drawn in by 
Odtavius, to favour his pretenfions to the Confulpip, 
by the hopes of being made bis collegue, and governing | 
him in the office {e]; but the contrary, continues he, 
is evident from feveral of his Letters, 1.€. to Bru- 

(c] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 17, [e] Life of Cicero, v. i. p. 
18, 450. | 
_{d] Ib. p.118. 
oe LUus’ 
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tus: and if this is fo evident from the Letters, the 
Vindicator furely will not venture to fay, that 
thefe old writers had firft read and believed 
ibem to be genuine. But after all, he will not pene- 
trate into the whole myftery of Cicero’s defence, 
which does not fo much confift in the many Let- 
ters, in which Cicero profeffedly Jays open over and 
over again the whale progre/s of his management, as in 
the /uppofition of affairs, on which the whole colle- 
ction 1s founded. It is afferted in the Life of Cicero, 
that Odtavius feems to have formed the plan of his 
power from the moment of the victory obtained before 
Modena | f| 3 and this is the commencement of the 
fovereign action of the Letters. It is the firft fource 
of fufpicion to both the correfponding parties con- 
cerning Offavius’s affe€tion to the Republic, and 
plentifully fupplies the topics both of accufation and 
defence. But as there is fome reafon why the Vin- 
‘dicator fhould complain, that Cicero’s character is 
facrificed to the fupport of the hypothefis of the Let- 
ters being a forgery ; fo whether the Sophift em- 
ployed his worthy pains out of a real regard for 
Cicero's character, or becaufe the poverty of his 
invention obliged him to place this great affair 
later, as he has placed many others /ooner than the 
truth of hiftory will admit of, in order to furnith 
out a decent correfpondence for four months; 1 do 
not efteem myfelf greatly concerned to decide, 

I would farther obferve, that Plutarch Gives an 
intimation of other, even Greek, Epiftles of Brutus, 
which were then im deing, and not written in the 
fame. apophthegmatical manner ; and he had juft be- 


[/] Life of Cic. y. ii. p. 436. 
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fore mentioned the Epi/tles of Brutus and bis friends 
who feem to have been his domeftics and Greek 
mafters in the ftudies of Phil ofophy and Elo- 
quence [g]. We have no lefs certain traces, in ear- 
ly hiftory, of the Latin imitators of Cicero’s works, 
and efpecially of his Epiftles. One perfon, in- 
deed, is diftinguifhed from the reft and ieee bed 
under fuch a character, that we may eafily beheve 
he would not fcruple an imitation of the writings 
and Epiftles of doth thefe great men. ‘This is the 
renowned Fulius Titianus, whole Son, of the fame 
name, is mentioned by ‘Fulzus Capitolinus as Prece- 
ptor in Oratory to Maximine the younger about 
A.D. 228 [4]. The Father then muft be placed 
fomewhere under the Autonines, and is faid by the 
fame Hiftorian to have written fome excellent pieces, 
and to have been called the pe of his time, becaufe 
of his talent at imitating every thing. He was 
otherwife called the 4pe of Orators, becaufe he af- 
fected the manner of [peaking of the Antients ; nor 
did he confine his imitation to their ovatorial man- 
ner, but joined the fifter-art of epi/folary writing, 
where Cicero’s s Epiftles became the great original of 
courfe. There is a curious paflage in an epiftle of Sz- 
donius Apollinaris,which acquaints us with the hiftory 
of the whole affair, and from which Petrarch appears 
to have taken the occafion of mifreprefenting that 


[oe] “EAAnust ¢v tars “E-. fus eft—oratore Zitiano filio Tz- 
misonaig ENIAXOY w@agden- tiani fenioris, qui Provinciarum 
os er by. ——"Eurvacs, & «savles libros pulcherrimos {criphit, et 
EV TaKG EMbTOAMEC 15 ob Prror [Aé- qui diétus eft finia temporis 
fay nuT ccs MoARA Xs ws gupbievTos Sui, quod cuncta imitatus effet. 
avlo.—Vid. fapra. In Brot. init. —Jul. Cap. i in 8 Mea jun. Vide 

[4] Maximinus junior u- Cafaub, not. 
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valuable writer as a de/pifer of the Ciceronian elo- 
quence [t]. Sidonius tells his friend, that in mak- 
ing the collection, which was defired from him, 
of his own Epiftles, he would prefume to imitate the 
periods of Symmachus or the ripene/s and fcholar-like 
manner of Pliny; ‘* but I bad better fay nothing,” 
fays he, ‘* as to Cicero’s epiftolary ftyle, which 
“* has not been altogether fuccefsfully imitated even 
by Fulius Titianus in his writings of that kind, 
under the names of eminent perfons: on which ac- 
“* count the name of the Ape of Orators was given 
hira by his fellow-difciples of the orator Fronto’s 
{chool, who envied his practice of a manner of 
“< fpeaking in imitation of the Antients [k].? It is 
probable, that Titianus gave little regard to the 
detraction of the rival-tribe, and would train up 
his own {cholars in the fame courfe of Cicero- 
nian imitation; ef{pecially fince his Son became 
fo diftinguifhed a Profeffor [7], and his own writ- 
ings continued in great reputation for a confidera- 
ble time. For we find him ranked, four centuries 
afterwards, with the beft Latin writers of rhetori- 
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(z] Ile tamen [Sidonius] ad- 
ducit nefcio quem Fulium Ti- 
tianum et nefcio quos Frontoni- 
anos, {uae irrifionis auctores. 
Petrarch. Praef. in Ep. de Reb. 
Fam. p. 569. 

[4] Nam de M, Tullio filere 


imitaretur,oratorum fimiam nun- 
cupaverunt. Sidon. Ep. 1.— 
Cafaubon conjectures, that per- 
Jonarum is the right reading in- 
ftead of foeminarum. Not. in 
Jj. Capit. p.187. For an ac- 
count of Sidonius’s great fuccefs 


me in /fy/o epiftolari melius pu- 
to, quem nec Fulius Tittanus 
totum fub nominibus illuftrium 
Soeminarum digna fimilitudine 
expreflit. Propter quod illum 
caeteri quique Frontonianorum, 
utpote confectaneum aemulati, 
cer veternofum dicendi genus 


in imitating many writings of 
the Antients; fee Joan. Saresb. 
Policrat. 1. 8. ¢. 21. 

[2] His fcholar Maximine is 
faid to have been by him 
Literis Latinis imbutus ad 
primam difciplinam, etc. Jul. 
Cap. ib. 


€ ad 
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ral inftitutions, Cicero and Quintilian [m] 3 and Ser- 
vius gives us an example or two of his Controverfiae, 
from which it appears to have been his practice to 
write Orations, as well as Letters, under a perfonated 
character [7]. 

Bur it may be a furprife to the Vindicator 
to be farther told, that a little after this very pe- 
riod, in which Jiééan flourifhed, there was an Jm- 
perial imitator of Cicero’s writings, who was fo far 
from entertaining the modern opinion, that there 
was no room for a forgery of the /u/pected collection 
of Cicero’s Letters, as long as the genuine Letters 
were in being ; that he compofed feveral pieces, and 
infcribed his compofitions with the ¢z¢/es of Cicero’s 
books, upon no other account than becaufe they 
were in being, and therefore thought fit to be put 
out of countenance [0]. This was a fine encourage- 
ment to the Sophifts, who were not apt to be back- 
ward of themfelves, to carry their imitation farther 
than the Poems of Cicero. So that, fhould the Vin- 
dicator be allowed to be right in his conjecture, 
that the genuine collection of Letters between Cicero 


[m] Haec difciplina a 


neris. Sery. in Virg. Aen. 1. 


Graecis inventa eft,——et tran- 
flata in Latinum, a Tullio vide- 
licet et Titiano et Quintiliano. 
Ifid. Rhet. l. 1. ¢ 2. 

(2] Et Titianus et Calvus— 
in exemplo controverfiarum has 
duas pofuerunt adlocutiones, di- 
centes, Venerem agere {tatu ab- 
folutivo, cum dicit Fumoni, Tu 
caufa fuifti periculorum bis, qui- 
bus Italiam fata concefferant : 
Funonem vero niti flatu relati- 
vo; per quem offendit, ‘T'rojanos 
non sua caufa laborare, fed /’e- 


x.y. 13. 

[o) Adolefcens guum efiet 
Gordianus { fenior, id ett, pri- 
mus ]|——poemata fcripfit, quae 
omnia extant, et cun¢ta illa 
quae Cicero ex Demetrio et A- 
rato et Alcyonas et Uxorium et 
Nilum: quae quidem ad hoc 
{cripfit, ut Ciceroxis poemata 
nimis antiqua viderentur. Jul. 
Cap. inGord. tribus.—Ca/aubor 
reads et de Mario for ex Deme- 
trio, and Limon for Nilus. 


and 
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and Brutus, which were {till zm deing, did really 
contain their correfpondence of the period between 
the time of Ceefar’s and of Cicero’s death ; 1 donot 
yet fee, that there could be no room for a forgery of 
the /u/pecied Letters, the fir/t of which feems to have 
been written about the end of the year in which Ce- 
far was, killed { p|. However. I muft confefs, that 
generally the charitable end of a Sophift is to repair 
the lofs of the monuments of antiquity, or to con- 
tinue and fupply them when they do not precifely 
anf{wer to his ideas of perfection and integrity; and 
therefore I pointed out an end, which the Sophiftt 
might poffibly have in ee in Tereng the /ufpected 


ment to the Epiftles 1 to aoa as to carry on the 
hiftory where thofe to Atticus dropt it [q]. Annius 
of Viterbo might be a Refforer, but our Sophift 
may be content with the lower title of a Continua- 
tor, but whether of the Letters to Atticus or Bru- 
tus, there fhall be no difpute between the Vindiea- 
tor and me; for I fhall fhew, that there was a 
noble fcope for a fupplement in either cafe: 
Should he then confine the Sophift to the Let- 
ters to Brutus (which 1s full as natural, and he 
does not feem to have often come frefh from the ftu- 
dy of the Letters to Atticus) it will not be the /o/s 
of the eight books of oan Letters originally 
fubfifting, eich fuggefted the thought of forging 
others in their fread; though this is fuppofed 
to be the only poffible cafe of a forgety [r] ; 
but the /ub/jfting of thofe books, which required 


[p] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 4. [+] Pref. Diff. p. 16. 
[7] Ep.ad C. Mid, p. 193,4. 
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the Aiftory to be carried on from the time of Bru- 
tus’s laft departure out of J¢a/y to the time when he 
entered upon action again, or rather when the So- 
phift knew where he was to be found ; and that in 
Epiftles, unconnected indeed, but fufficiently crowd- 
ed for the fpace of four months, with fome pieces or 
fragments, which might be intended to appear 
the ruins of a greater work. Thus the Latin So- 
phift will go hand in hand with the Greek one, and 
the one entertain us with a feries of civil and poll- 
tical, the other of negotial and provincial admi- 
niftration ; and the judgment of them both is to be 
highly commended, for taking Brutus, the greateft 
man who lived in the Republic, aud who foon after 
died for it [s], at a time when he was at rhe head of 
the moft important and critical affairs in which a 
mortal could be engaged, and on which the fate of 
Rome depended [t]. The expediency of fuch a 
conjuncture, if we can fhew it to be fact, or even 
the many facts of forgery alledged upon this head 
without fuch a conjuncture, will enable me at leaft 
to affert, 

III. That there might be room for a forgery of 
the fufpected Letters even while Cicero’s genuine 
Letters to Brutus were in being. 

That the Sophift really had the advantage of 
fuch a conjun@ture will appear from examining the 
Vindicator’s account of the original collection of 
Letters between Cicero and Brutus.—Nonius Mar- 
cellus, {ays he, cites a paffage from the firlt, and an- 
other from the eighth book of them. This colleéiion 
then confifted of eight books, all of them probably 


(s] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. z. [vy] Ib. p. tor. 
wrieleis 


a TS TS aaa 


¥ . 
cap. bad 


= 


Lake 


64 Obfervations on the EPISTLES 


written between the time of Czfar’s and of Cicero’s 
death: for the paffage that Nonius cites from 
the firft book is found in the firft of thefe Epiftles now 
remaining, which feems to have been written about 
the end of the year in which Cafar was killed [u). 
—The circumftance of Nonius’s citing both a /e- 
venth [x] and an eighth book of Cicero’s Letters to 
Brutus, where there is no reafon to fufpect the ge- 
nuinenefs of that Grammarian’s text, is /ufficient of 
jtfelf to evince the reception of fo many books un- 
der that character in Nonius’s time. Nay, it is al- 
lowed to be /ufficient to evince the authority of thefe 
or any other antient books, when their authority 
is not juftly queftionable from no lefs confiderable 
circumftances, from the teftimony of better vou- 
chers, or from the character and contents of the 
compofitions themfelves. But if the Vindicator 
will infift, that the paffage, which is found in the 
firft of thefe Epiftles now remaining, is cited by No- 
nius from the firft book of Cicero’s Letters to Bru- 
tus; 1 will engage to fhew him, upon his own 
principles, either that the paffage in queftion has 
been foifted into the text of Nonzus, where there 
is little need of it [ y], as it has frequently happen- 
ed to books of this Dictionary-kind [2]; or rather 
that /uch citation of it is a circumftance fufficient of 
itfelf to evince the fpurioufnefs of the Epzéle in 
which the paffage is found. In the mean time, lam 
enabled by a curious obferver and excellent judge 
of various leffions to reftore, as there is the greateft 

[u] Mid. Pref. Diff p. 4. [x] Vid. Fabric. Bibl. Lat. v. 

fx] Non. in voc. Experiri. ii. p. 441. not. a. de Ifidori li- 


[ y] Vide Non. in voc. Amare bris primo et tertio differentia- 


et Diligere. rit, eC. 
3 reafon 
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reafon to believe, the rue reading of Nonius?s cita- 
tion; from which it appears, that the Epiftle now 
remaining belonged to a collection under the name 
of the ninth book of Cicero’s Letters to Brutus [a]. 
Thus the Vindicator’s whole hypothefis of eight 
books of Letters between thefe two great men, all o 

them written between the time of Caefar’s and of Ci- 
cero’s death, falls at once to the ground, being 
built on no other foundation than Nonius’s citing 
from the firft book a Letter now remaining, which 
feems to have been written about the end of the year 
in which Cefar was killed, And as this Letter is 
obferved to obtain the firs place in our Jufpetied 
collection, fo we fhall find, that it might very fitly 
be intended by the Sophift to carry on the hiftory 
where the genuine Letters dropt it, and evinces the 
ampleft room for a forgery of an Epilogue or fupple- 

mental book to the original colle€tion, which con- 


Sifted of eight books [6]. 


[2] Non. in voc. Amare et Di- 
ligere.— My. Markland hasin his 
pofleffion Fofas Mercer’s edition 
of Nonius Marcellus, collated 
with a MS. or MSS. by Sveph. 
Baluzius, where the reading of 
the paffage in queftion is: ‘* Et 
“* Lib. viiti. Lucilius Clodias 
* tribunus plebis, etc.” in 
which manner, Mr. Markland 
obferves, that number is often 
expreffed in MSS. as in Ge//iug, 
xv. 7. ed. Gronov. Paterc. ii. 
61. ed. Oxon. 1711, 8°, and 
Cics Ep.. Fam. xiv..c18. wed. 
Graev. Amftel. 1689, 8°°. The 
fame verylearnedperfon obferves 
farther, that Lucilius for Lucius 
is without.doubt. a miftake of 
the Tranferiber, becaufe Luci- 


dius and Cldius are both of 
them Genti/ia, and therefore 
cannot fubfift in the fame per- 
fon, unlefs he had been adopt- 
ed ; and then it muft have been 
Lucilius C/r#janus 3 as one ad- 
opted out of the family of the 
Valerii into another, would be 
called Valerianus; out of the 
Ofavii, Ofavianus: which 
was the cafe of uguftus, 
whom we commonly call Ofa- 
vius. Inan antient MS. like- 
wife of Nonius, which is now 
in the Library of Corpus Chrifft 
College in Cambridge, the read- 
ing is very fair and diftintt— 
** et lib. viiij Luck Clodius—.” 
[4] We may form a very 
probable conjecture from thefe 
Bur 
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But fince the Vindicator may perhaps revive the 
antiquated plea of immemorial poffefion in behalf of 
the vulgar reading of Nonius’s text, I readily admit 
it for once, Rais preferred the MS. reading, be- 
caufe I was more follicitous to eftablifh the truth than 
any hypothefis (cl; as will fpeedily appear. The 
reafon alledged, why the eight books of Letters were 
all of them probably written Letween the time of Ce- 
far’s and of Cicero’s death is, that the Letter cited 
from the fir/t book feems to have been written 
about the end of ibe year in which Caslar was killed. 
Here then it is fuppofed, that the genie Letters 
between Cicero and Brutus. were digefted into eight 
books, according, to the order of time in which they 
were written. In harass it mutt be maintained, 
that feven books at | lealt of thofe Letters, and per- 
haps a great part of the first baok too (for the paf- 
lage which Nonius cifes is found in the firft of th cid 
Epiftles now remaining) were written after the end 


of the year in which Ceelar was killed. And mutt 
not thefe two great men have had little to do in 


& 


that bufy period, efpecially if the Letters tn dilpute 
may be looked upon as a fpecimen of their corre- 
fpondence? I defy the Vindicator to find any pe- 
aod of Cicero’s correfpondence with any one of his 
friends, which could produce fuch a. number. of 
books within the compals of a year. His corre- 


different readings of Nonius’s ci- many copies /eparate from the 
tation, see it be really genuine, original eight books, might like- 
that Nonius made it from a wile go under the name of a 

colleion which went under the fi7/? bao. 

name of a ninth book of Cicero's fc]. Mid. Pref, Diff. ?p. 64. 
F pittles to Brutus; and thatthe ‘not. r 

fame collection, being found in 


fpondence. 
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fpondence with Atticus, which was many times 
carried on at fo {mall a diftance that they could re- 
ceive Letters from each other every day, was conti- 
nued with few interruptions through the courfe of 
twenty-five years; and yet the original colle@ion of 
their Letters, of which the prefent one falls confi- 
derably fhort [d], confifted only of /ixteen books 
[e]. But Brutus was all the period of this du/y 
year feldom nearer to Rome than Athens, or the 
province of Macedonia; and, at the time which is 
moftt fruitful of the pretended correfpondence, was 
even about paffing over into _4fa; and through the 
whole of it fo perpetually in motion, that a regular 
correfpondence with Cicero muft be utterly impra- 
cticable.. Here then, if the Vindicator had refleti- 
ed on the circumftances in which Brutus then was; at 
the head of the most important and critical affairs in 
which a mortal could be engaged, and on which the 
fate of Rome depended, he must have thought, that 
the lefs which was faid of affairs, with which the 
fufpeéted Letters abound and impertinently re- 
peat over and over again, must needs be the bet- 
ber: | F}. 

Ir we pafs on to the plain matter of fa&; nei- 
ther Brutus nor Caffius feem to have made Cicero at 
all acquainted with the route which they propofed 
to take upon their leaving /taly, much lefs with 
their real intentions as to their entering upon any 


(d}] Nemoautem miretur, nos fe] Sexdecim volumina 
interdum. mancos et decurtatos epiftolarum, ab Confalatu ejus 
effe hos libros credere. Vitor. ufque ad extremum tempus ad 
in Ep. ad Attic.i. 12. See Atticum mifflarum.—Nep. Vit. 
likewife a reference to an Epi- Attic. 
file now loft, Ep. 14, (f] Mid. Pref, Diff. p. ror. 
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vigorous meafures in defence of the Republic [g]. 
This is exaétly agreable to what Plutarch relates, 
upon the authority of Brutus’s genuine Letters 5 
from which it appears, not only that Brutus went 
away greatly diffatisfied with Cicero’s efpoufing 
the interefts of young Ofavius, but that he ex- 
prefsly declared to Cicero, that, as to bimfelf, be 
had not made any determined refolution, either to en- 
gage in the war, or to fit fiill{b]. Nay, Atticus, 
who was much more intimate with Brutus at all 
times, and efpecially at this period, in which he 
very liberally fupplied both Brutus in his abfence 
and his family at Rome [7], knew nothing at all of 
him towards the latter end of the Oéfober of that 
year in which Ceefar was killed [k}. We cannot collect 
from Cicero’s Letters to Atticus, that either of them 
received any Letters from Brutus or heard any 
thing of him afterwards, that is, till about the 
middle of the November following ; and after the de- 
ginning of the February of the next year, it is plain 
from Cicero’s Letter to Caffus, that no authentic 
accounts had come to Rome concerning Brutus’s mi- 
litary preparations or fuccefles in Macedonia [1]. 


E piro abfens trecenta juffit dari. 


fg] Quam volent illi eedant, 
otio confulentes. Phil.it.44. Spes 
eft omnis in vobis, qui fi idcirco 
abeltis ut-/itis in éuto, ne mM Vvo- 
bis quidem. Ep. Fam. xit. 2. 
‘Tu quid ageres, quid adlurus, 
ubi denique effes, nefciebam. Fa- 
ma nuntiabat te fle in Syriam. 
Ep: 4. 
[4] Prut. in Brut. p. 994. 

(7] Attcus — abjeto Bruto 
Sraliaque cedenti LLS. centum 
millia muneri mifit; eidem in 


Nep. Vit. Att. Tu vero facis 
ut omnia, quod Serviliae nox 
dees, id eft Bruto. Ep. Att. 
xv. 17. Conf. Nep. ib. 

[4] De Bruto ¢e nihil fcire di- 
cis, fed Selicia veniffe M. Sca- 
ptium. Ep. Att. xv. 13. 

(/] De Bruto, quo propius 
eft, eo firmiora videntur effe 
quae suntiantur. —— Exerci- 
tum praeter {pem exi/fimamin: 
comparafie. Ep. Fam. xit. ¢. 


he 
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The Vindicator himfelf relates farther, that the Se- 
nate had heard nothing of Brutus and Caffius, from 
the time of their leaving Italy til] Brutus now fent 
public letters to the Confuls, giving a particular ac- 
count of bis fucceffes [m]. It is remarkable, that: 
though Cicero’s Son, who was Lieutenant in Bru- 
éus’s army, had an honourable mention made of 
him in thefe public letters [7], (and Plutarch takes 
notice of it as a thing extraordinary in Brutus, 
that he fhewed great refpecét to the Son, notwith- 
ftanding the offence he had taken at the Fa- 
ther (0]) yet Cicero does not mention, in his 
fpeech on that occafion, his receiving any private 
Letter from Brutus ; a circumftance which he 
would hardly deny himfelf the honour of, as may 
be feen in a fimilar cafe [p]; efpecially when he 
takes particular care to inform the Senate of his 
great intimacy and friend/hip with Brutus [q]. Bru- 
gus’s Expreffes arrived at Rome a few days after 
the date of Cicero’s Letter to Caffius (r] by which 
time Brutus probably might have heard of the 
extraordinary honours which Cicero decreed to 
Ofavius on the fir of Fanuary, and thefe public 
meafures, according to the Vindicator, that Cicero 
entered into with relation to O&avius, were the 
foundation of what Brutus took occasion to reproach 
bim with many months after [5]; and hence, I 


Conf. Phil. viii. 2. et Non. in miffas ab Hirtio Cof. medo ac- 
yoce Sagum. cepi. Phil. xiii. 10. 
[m] Life of Cicero, vy. ii. p, (g] Phil. x. 1. 


363. [x] Conf*Phil. viii. ut fupra, 
{x] Phil. x. 6. et Phil. x. 
{o] Plut. in Cic. p. 883. (s] Mid. Pref, Diff. p. 43. 
[p] —— Quas [literas] ibs 


F 3 think 


Pr PED Naf acre ah a so 


70 Obfervations onthe EPISTLES 


think, we may conclude, that he had little corre- 
fpondence with Cicero in the mean while. Thus 
far at leaft we are exprefsly told, that, while Cicero 
was exerting all bis pains and authority at Rome, to 
fupport the tottering Republic, and making it bis par- 
ticular care to ftrengthen the bands of Brutus and 
Caffius, be was furprized to fee Brutus fo referved in 
bis Letters on that head, and ftudioufly avoiding to 
take any notice of his Atts, which clearly implied, 
that there was fomething in them that difpleafed bim. 
Atticus therefore bad been employed to found him 
about the latter end of May [#]. That Cicero in- 
deed wrote to Brutus before this time, advifing 
him to kill C. Antony, Plutarch relates from _hear- 
fay, asI formerly obferved [x]; and I muft in- 
form the Vindicator farther, that Cicero certainly 
did write Letters afterwards, inviting him to bring 
his army into Italy. D. Brutus had fuggefted the 
thought to Cicero about the middle of May, to 
which Cicero anfwers, that as to fending for Brutus, 
he was of the fame opinion [x]. Accordingly Czcero 
did write to that effect in feveral Letters to Bru- 
tus; but had received no anfwer from him, nor 
indeed knew any thing of him, on the eighteenth of 
Fune fy]; and after the exd of that month was in 
great miftake about him, for he expected him in 
Italy immediately [z]. Cicero. neverthelefs, in the 
Jufpetied correfpondence, begins to drop the firft 


(t] Mid. Ep. of Cic. p. 102. modum praecipis, privatis lite- 


not. 1. and p. 107. not. 18. ris ad bellum commune. vocare 
[¥] Ep. ad C. Mid. etc. p. om define. Ep. 25. 

229. {=} Perfuade tibi—— vos ex- 
[x] Ep. Fam. xi. 14. pecari, Brutum quidem jam 


[y] De Brutoautem xihil ad- jamque. xii. 10. 
Buc certiz quem ego, quemad- 


bint, 
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bint, that Brutus’s army might poffibly be wanted in 
dtaly,in a Letter dated April 22.[a]; and Brutus, on 
the other hand, anfwers very punctually both to 
this and the following Letter of Cicero, dated May 
the 5[4]. Andas the correfpondence appears to be 
carried on little before the interval in which the /rue 
Cicero knew nothing of Brutus, fo the true Cicero 
expected Brutus in ftaly at atime when the /u/pected 

Cicero had received no Letters from Brutus, nor fo 
MUCH AS ANY REPORT fo inform them, that Bru- 
tus was bringing bis army into Italy (c].. There is 
however this agreement between the genuine and 
fufpefed Letters of Crere, that though Brutus is 
preffed very earneftly in them beth to bring his ar- 
my into /faly, yet he never anfwers a fyllable upon 
this fingle head. Oéfavius entered on his Conful- 
fhip in the month of Auguff; and whether Cice- 
vos precipitate stale m contributing fo much 
to Offavius’s greatnefs, or his tame fubmiffion to 
his power, or both thefe sec eave the occafion 5 
it is certain, from the rad words of Brutus pre- 
ferved to us by Plutarch, that he had conceived 
fuch an ASU ‘haipnadtn againft Cicero, that 
he was rather a/fhamed for that conduct, which 
was the real caufe of Cicero’s death, than /orry 
for his miferable end [d]. Let now the Vindicator 
bring his eight books of Letters within the limits of 
this dufy year, and apply them to the fituation of 
Brutus, whether with regard to his friend Cicero in 


{a} Mid. Ep. p. 61. not. 7. TeAUl ys 7H aearho, Qnzty aioysve- 
[7] Ep. Brut. i. 4, 6. cbs AAO, n Ta Wades cureryey. 
fc] Ep.ad Brut, 10. Plat. in Brut. p. 996. 
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particular, or to the abfolute uncertainty of his mi- 
litary expeditions, and variety of fortunes, and-moft 
important and critical affairs, in which a mortal 
could be engaged: nay, let him give me any proof, 
befides the /ufpecfed collection, of any one Letter 
coming from Brutus to Cicero in the whole of this 
period ; whereas Plutarch cites feveral Letters of 
the fame Brutus to his friends at Rome, which were 
written partly at the beginning, and partly at the 
conclufion of it ; which is a negative proof at leait, 
that no Latin Letters of his zutermediate corref{pon- 
dence were extant in Plutarch’s time. I fhall there- 
fore leave this conclufion to his farther confide- 
ration, 

IV. TuHar the Letter cited by Nonius, and 
which feems to have been written about the end of 
the year in which Cefar was killed, could not be- 
long to the fiz book of the collection of Letters be- 
tween Cicero and Brutus, which was known to the 
Antients and conj/ijted of eight books. 

THe Vindicator proceeds in his account: The 
correfpondence indeed, fays he, between thefe two 
great men began feveral years before, when Cicero 
was Proconfil of Cilicia; and was carried on occafion- 
ally through all Ceelar’s reign; but as the Letters 
of that interval related chiefly to private affairs and 
the mutual recommendation of their friends to each 
sther, fo thofe, which happened to be preferved, 
were inferted among the familiar Epiftles, where fome 
of them are to be found at this day (e). — The Letter 
then, which NVonzius cites from the firft book of the 


fe} Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 5. 
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collection of Letters between thefe two great men, 
is allowed to have been written /everal years after 
their corre/pondence firtt began, and five of the ma- 
ny Letters of that interval happened to be preferved 
and are to be found at this day[f]. The rea- 
fon, which is fo artfully infinuated, why thefe 
five Letters were inferted among the familiar Epi- 
files, viz. that they related chiefly to private affairs 
and the mutual recommendation of their friends to 
each other; firft, proves too much. For feveral of 
the fujfpected Letters, in like manner, relate chiefly 
to private affairs and the mutual recommendation of 
their friends to each other, and therefore had the 
very fame pretenfions to be znferted among the fa- 
miliar Epiftles. Secondly, it is founded on a pue- 
rile error, that the title Epi/tolae familiares, or ad 
familiares, is not only the antient title of a general 
collection of Cicero’s Letters to diverfe perfons, 
as it is found at this day in all our editions; but 
the proper title of the Letters contained in 
this collection, expreffing that they relate chiefly 
to the private affairs of the correfponding par- 
ties, and their mutual recommendation of their 
friends to each other [g]. But the Vindicator’s 


[Lf] Ep. Fam. xiii. 10, 11, 
125.03; 94° 

[g] Scimus—quoddamE pifto- 
larum genus familiare recte ap- 
pellari et dici, cujus etiam ge- 
neris zonnullae in hoc volumine 
Epiftolae continentur; non ta- 
men ob id omnes ita appellan- 
dae, cum p/urimae fint de gra- 
vibus et magnis rebus fummo 
artificio /cripiag, == In nullis 


manu f{criptis paulo antiquiori- 
bus codicibus illud [nomen] in- 
venimus. — Animadvertimus e- 
tlam —anullo unquam veterum 
auftorum, et non ignobilium 
grammaticorum, qui crebro te- 
ftimonium harum Epiftolaram 
adducunt, illas familiares ap- 
pellari: Victor. not. in Ep. 
Fam. in init. 
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whole hypothefis concerning Cicero’s Letters may 
deferve a more particul ar examination, and by 
briefly obferving in what ftate they originally were, 
and what changes they have fince undergone, we 
may be able to affign fome probable reafon, why 
the genuine Letters of Cicero to Brutus, which bap- 
pened to be preferved, were inferted; and yet the 
Letters of their /u/peéfed corre ipondenc were 10¢ 
inferted among the familiar Epittle 

He fays then, that we are indebted to Tiro for 
preferving and tranfmitting to pofterity the precious 
Collection of Cicero’s Letters, of which a great part 
Still remain, aud one intire book of them written to 
Tiro bimfelf [hb], At another turn he tells us, that 
we have about a thoufand of Cicero’s Letters ftill re- 
maining , BS Nieken are but a {mall part, not only of 
what be wrote, but of what were aétually publifbed 
after his death by bts fervant Tiro [2]. The Let- 
ters of Cicero ftill remai nig are indeed but a /mall 
part of what were aéfually publifoed and tranfmitted 
ta pofterity 5 but the fact, of Tiro’s being the perfon 
to whom we are indebted for Pres and tran|- 
mitting them, may be difputed with thé more 
aflurance, becaufe it has the bad fortune to be 
advanced upon a reafon which is almoft a de- 
monftration of the contrary. What, fays he, makes 
thefe Letters Still more eftimable is, that Cicero had 
never defigned them for the Public, nor kept any copies 
of them: for the year before his death, when Atticus 
was making fome inquiry about them, he fent him 
word, that he bad made no colleétion ; and that Tiro 
bad preferved only about feventy [k]. Had the Vin- 

{5} Life of Cic. v. ii. p. 56. [Ais Gees [4] Tb. 
dicator 
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dicator (who knows what little dependence ought to 
be placed, in queftions of this fort, on fecond-hand tefti- 
monies, without recurring to the originals [1]) but 
confulted the Letter to /tticus, to which he refers 
us, he might have feen, that Cicero was actually 
then defigning a collection of Letters for the Public, 
and for that very reafon it was, that Atticus was 
making fome inquiry about them. Cicero fent him in 
anfwer, that iro had about feventy of thefe Letters, 
and that he himfelf mutt revife and correc? fome Let- 
ters which were already in Afticus’s keeping, in or- 
der to their being publifbed [m]. Whether this was 
a colleGtion of Letters between Cicero and Cornehus 
Nepos, which Atticus might be defirous to com- 
plete before Cicero’s departure into Greece, I fhall 
not prefume to fay [z}]. A fecond book of that col- 
le€tion is mentioned by the Antients ; and it has been 
imagined that there were many more; fome Let- 
ters of which appear to be written after Ce/ar’s 
death [c}. But the modern conceit, that as Cicero 
kept not any copies of bis Letters, fo no collection 
bad been made of them till the year before bis 
death, when Tivo had preferved only about feventy, is 
fo abfolutely improbable in itfelf, that I need not 
trouble the reader with a formal confutation of it, 


[J] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 63. 
Vide Mong. in Ep. ad Att. xvi. 
§.not. 11. 

[an] Habet Tiro inftar 
feptuaginta; et quidem funta 
te quaedam fumendae. Las e- 


go oportet per/piciam, corrigam 5 
tum denique edentur. Ep. ad. 
Att. xvi. 5. | 

[x] Nepotis epiftolam expecto. 


— Mearum Epiftolarum nulla 
eft cvvaywyn. Ib.— The very 
Letter of Nepos here referred to 
upon the fubject of Philosophy 
was extant in Lafantius’s time. 
Div. Inft. iti. 15. 

(o] Macrob. Sat. 1.z. ¢. 1. 
Vide Patric. in fragm. Cic. Ep. 
p. 2. feq. et fragm. Ep. apud 
eundem, p. 2. feq. 


till 
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till I am znvited by the more proper occafion to enter 


apon that tafk [p]. 

Tuat Cicero’s Letters to Atticus were preferv- 
ed and pubiifbed by Atticus himfelf, was probably 
fhewn from fome remarkable inftances of the di- 
fpofition of them, in the order in which they were 
received by Atticus, not in which they were written 
and fent by Cicero [gq]. Another proof may be 
taken from the circumftance of fome of thofe Let- 
ters being Still remaining, which Cicero requefted 
Atticus to cancel, when they were in his keeping, 
promifing on his part, to cancel all thofe which 
he had received relating to the fame fubjeét [r). 
This was the fubject of young Quintus’s ill con- 
duct, and efpecially his treachery to his Father and 
Uncle, in giving information to Czfar that they 
were averfe to his interefts, and refolved to go over 
to Pompey into Greece. Both Cicero and Atticus 
had expreffed themfelves with great feverity againft 
him in their Letters; but Cicero, upon recollection, 
thought it beft to heal matters as well as he could 
at fuch a juncture, and provide againft future mif 
carriages by keeping him under a ftricter govern: 
ment ; and left the affair fhould at any time get a- 
broad, he defired that all his Letters of complaint 
might be deftroyed. And yet Atticus could not 
fpare thefe Letters out of his precious colleétion, inta 
which they then bappened to be inferted, and are 
there to be found at this day [r]. 

(p}. Mid. Pref. Diff. p.124. quando, concerpito, ne quando quid 
[7] Ep. ad C. Mid. ete. p.14, Wee : ©g0 item tuas. Ep.ad 


[+] Tu tamen eas epiffolas, [vr] Ib. Ep. 4, 6, t0, 11. 
quibus afperius de eo {cripfi ali- . 


Ss 
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1 mutt here take notice of an hiftorical fact too, 
which may concern the Vindicator in the next edi- 
dition of his Life of Cicero. He tells us, that M. 
Antony, in feveral fierce and threatening Editts, ab- 
ufed young Quintus, as a perfidious wretch who had 
offered to kill both bis Father and Uncle [s}. For 
though the impartial Biographer is pleafed to call’ 
this abufe, it is no more than what Astony might 
have known to be /iferally true. When Quintus 
was with Czfar in Spain, Afinius Pole gave Cicero 
intelligence about his impure kinfman, the matter 
of which was hinted by Doladella, but expreffed 
more plainly in a letter from Balbus the younger 5 
upon which Cicero exclaims, O formidable fellow! 
can any thing be more villainous[t]! But Dolabella 
himfelf, upon his return from Spain, expreffed him- 
felf more fully upon this head; for after much 
affectionate and free converfation with Cicero, at laf, 
fays he, we came to Quintus’s affair, many things 
unbeard of, unfit to be mentioned! but one thing of 
fuch a nature, that, except it were notorious to the 
very army, I durft not write it myyfelf, much lefs 
diffate it to Tiro. But I reprefs myfelf {u). This 
one thing was intended again{ft both the Father and 
the Uncle. For Balbus next brought word, that 
Quintus was outrageous againft Cicero in all com- 
panies ; and when he had done with him, he made 
as free with his Fatber [x]. What that one thing 

[s] Life of Cic. v. ii. p.329. unum ejufmodi, quod nifi exer- 

[+] Ecquid impurius? O ho-  citus {ciret, non modo Tironi 


minem cavendum! Ep. ad diétare, fed ne ipfe quidem au- 
Att. xii. 38. derem fcribere. Sed hattenus. 


[z] Ventum eft tamen ad Ep. xiii. 9. 
Q. multa apata, adiyata ! fed (x] Ep. 37. 
§ Was 
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was may be learnt from a letter written long after- 
wards. When Quintus made a pretence of leaving 
Antony’s party, and of coming over to his Fatherand 
his Uncle, Cicero is hard put to it to account for 
this converfion: He may, fays he, de difgufted at 
Antony, or he bas a mind to gain a little popula- 
vity, or the whole may be an artifice. This is the 
cafe. However, his Father is under great apprehen- 
Sion, as well as myfelf, for be knows, what his Son 
declared once, thofe things which could not be men- 
tioned, againft us both [y]. Itis fomewhat curious 
to obferve (as the Vindicator fays concerning Cice- 
ro’s requiring Atticus to deny that an inveétive Ora- 
tion was his, which he made againft Curio the Fa- 
ther (z]) how Cicero anfwered in the Senate to An- 
tony’s charge upon young Quintus. “ The Gladia- 
** tor,’ fays he, ‘* has dared to affert in his Edit, 
“* thathe entertained the thought of Aédling his Father 
** and Uncle. O wonderful impudence, hardinefs, and 
‘© rafhnefs! to dare to form a charge in writing 
“* againft a Youth, whom his Father and I contend 
** who can love moft,; whom we delight to be al- 
“¢ ways feeing, hearing of, and holding in our em- 
‘¢ braces, for his moft courteous difpofition, un- 
“* blemifhed morals, and excellent genius [a]. 
One would expect too, that the Letters to Atticus, 
which have been cited on this head, and are the 
perpetual monuments of Quintus’s infamy and 
Cicero’s oratorial ceconomy, fhould be as care- 


[y] Potelt aliquidiratus An- conturbatus eff. Scit enim quae 
tonio: poteft gloriam novam ille de hoc mecum, quidem @Qa- 
quaerere: poteittotum efle ox:- ca, olim. Ep. ad Att. xv. 1Q. 
dieoue: et nimirum ita eft. [=] Life of Cic. v. i, p.367. 
Sed tamen et ego vercor et pater [@] Phil. iii. 7. ea 

fully 
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fully fuppreffed by Cicero, left the matter should 


at any time come out 5 had either Cicero or his fer- 
vant Tiro been the prefervers or tranfinitters of them 
to pofterity: and the fame may be obferved con- 
cerning the Letters which declare a premeditate and 
determined intention in Milo to kill Clodius; on the 
denial of which intention Cicero’s defence of him 
is wholly made to turn [4], 

Tue Vindicator tells us, that the Oratorial Par- 
titions of Cicero feem to have been the rude draught 
only of what be intended, fince we find no mention of 
them in any of bis Letters, as of aut bis other 
pieces, which were prepared for the public [c]. Now 
any man, who hes made any fiudy of the Epifiles to 
Atticus [d], may fee that Czcero mentions to him 
the picces which were prepared for the public, to 
the end that his librarians might take copies of 
them and pudbli/h them fe]; and the moft probable 
reafon,. why there is vo mention, in the Letters, of 
Cicero’s celebrated Books of Laws, is, that they 
were not intirely finifhed, and therefore not com- 
municated to Atticus before the time in which their 
literary correfpondence determines [f]. Atticus 
likewife was the Ariffarchus or Critic upon Cicero’s 
works, as well as the publifher of them [g]; and 
this is no lefs true of his Ovations and Letters 
than of his larger. pieces. Some collections indeed. 
of Cicero’s Letters were publifhed in his life-time 

[6] Ep. ad Att. iv.3.° Vide aetat. Cic. Lib. de Leg. p. 35 
Orat. pro Mil. 38: 

(c] Life of Cic. v. ii. p. 147. [¢] — Ego varie meis oratio- 

{da} Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 33. — ibus, quarum tu Ariffarchus es, 


[e] Vide Epifttolam ad C. M. foleo pingere. Ep. ad Att. 7. 
14. Vide et xi, 6; xv. 14. 


1S. 
: [ f]Vide J. Chapman Diff. de 
5 and 


< OFLA fo ae ane eee 


f 


> sg wy ne 


Sa sesceeens We Usage WY 


80 Observations on the EPIsTLES 


and unknown to himfelf; but the Vindicator is 
much miftaken in thinking, that Cicero himfelf did 
not defign for the Public, or did not indeed actual- 
ly publifh any of his Letters till the year before bis 
death ; nor fhould he have laid great ftrefs on Ci- 
cero’s faying, that iz his familiar Epiftles, be was 
not at all ferupulous about the choice of words, but 
took the firft that occurred from vulgar ufe [bh]: for 
where Cicero defigned Letters for the Public, he took 
care to correct them, as we have lately feen; and 
fome years before his death, he tells us, that be 
never dreamt of the colleftion of his Letters to Calvus 
being publifbed; for, fays he, we do not ufe fuch care 
in writing letters, which the party only reads to whom 
they are fent, as in writing thofe which are defigned 
for the Public [1]. However this be, the Letters 
of both parties in Cicero’s correfpondence were as 
regularly tran{mitted to tticus as Cicero’s other 
works ; and if they were not tranfmitted almoft as 
foon as fent, we find him conftantly making fome 
inquiries about them. Thus he 1s making inquiries, 
at feveral times, about Cicero’s Letters to ¥. Cefar, 
and even fufpecting that Cicero was a/bamed of them, 
becaufe he had not communicated them immedi- 
ately, according to his cuftom [4]. Nay, when 


[4] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 114. 
Ep. Fam. ix. 21. 

[2] Ego illas Calvo literas 
mifi, zon plus, quam has quas 
nunc legis exi/fimans exituras. 
Aliter enim fcribimus quod eos 
folos quibus mittimus, aliter 
quod multos lefuros putamus. 
Ep. Fam. xv. 21.—Cicero thus 
banters iro for his diligence in 
compofing one of his Letters ; 
Video guid agas. Tuas guogue 


epiflolas vis referri in volumina. 
Ep. Fam. xvi. 17. 

[4] Ego ad Caefarem unas 
Capua literas dedi, Alteras 
eodem die dedi, quo has ad te.— 
Earum exemplum ad te mifs. 
Ep. ad. Att. viii. 2. Ad Cae- 
farem quam mifi epiftolam, e- 
jus exemplum fugit me tus tide 
mittere; nec id fuit quod /u/pz- 
caris, ut me puderet. xXill. 51. 


Atticus 
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Atticus happened to have miflaid any Letter, which 
had been fent him fome time before, upon recolle- 
&ion he was in like manner making fome inquiry about 
it ; of which I will mention a remarkable inftance, 
becaufe of its immediate relation to our fubject, the 
collection of Cicero’s genuine Letters to Brutus, 
This was a Letter relating to a private affair, and 
written very near the time in which thofe Letters 
to the fame perfon were, which happened to be pre- 
ferved, and were inferted among the familiar Epiftles. 
It was Cicero’s anfwer to Brutus’s confolatory Letter 
upon the death of Zudlia; and Grevius thought it tobe 
the very confolatory Letter which is ¢o ve foundunder 
Cicero’s name at this day in the fufpecfed collection 
[J]. Thisexcellent Critic might well ground his opi- 
nion upon the very beginning of the Letter, could 
we look upon it as Cicero’s own, and fuppofe that the 
affairs of thefe two great men tallied fo exactly at 
that time, that there might be room for a mutual 
confolation [m]. But the ¢rue Cicero, in aniwer to 
Atticus’s inquiry; ‘* As to my Letter to Brutus,” 
fays he, ‘* which you defire, I have not a copy of 
‘© it, and yet it is fafe. Both Tiro avers, that it 
“© muft be in your keeping, and, as I remember, 
‘¢ when I returned you his odjurgatory Letter, I fent 
<¢ you my anfwer to it at the fame time [77].” Bru- 
tus’s Letter had been fent by himfelf directly to 
Atticus, from whom Cicero received it. But Cicero 
likewife receiving it from Brutus in the mean time, 
({] Vide Ep. ad Brut. i. 9. fundfus es in meo luctu, teque per 
Illa vero extat epiftola et eft literas con/olarer Accufafti 
nona ad Brutum. Graey. in me — gravioribus verbis—— 
Ep. ad Att. xii. 6. Ep. ad Brut. 1b. 


[w] Fungerer officio, quo tu (z] Ep.ad Att. xu. 6. 
G returned 
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returned to Atticus the very copy fent by him, to- 
gether with his own anfwer [0]. This is a deci- 
five inftance of tticus’s curiofity in preferving the 
Letters of Cicero’s correfpondence with his friends 
and with Brutus in particular; as well as of the no 
lefs negligence of Jiro in preferving the copies of 
his own matter’s Letters; and it is worth obferv- 
ing, that not one of this fort of Cicero’s Letters 1s 
preferved, bearing higher date than the year after 
Cicero’s Confulfhip, at which time /ticus feems to 
have begun the commerce. of Czcero’s books [p]. 
Hence we havea rational account (which can 
hardly be given upon the new fcheme) of the 
numerous collections of Cicero’s Letters, which: 
were known to the Antients,and for many ages fub- 
fifting in their original form. ‘The Vindicator him- 
felf tells-us of many volumes of them which are utter= 
ly loft, of a firjt book to Licinius Calvus, a firft to Q, 
Axius, a fecond to his Son, a fecond to Corn. Nepos,a 
third to F. Gefar, a third to Offavius, a third to 
Panfa, an eighth to M. Brutus, and a ninth to A: 
Hirtius [q]. Only a few Letters, he obferves, are 
left of the books to F. Cz/ar and Brutus: and there 
were other collections, of which, in like manner, only 
a few Letters are left ; one collection of Cicero’s Let- 
ters to Pompey the Great, confiiting at leaft of four 
{o] Ep.ad Att.xii.37. Sgan- man, with a learned accuracy, 
other confolatory Letter of Bru- diftinguifhes thefe two Letters 
tus to Cicero,upon the ftate of pu- from each other,and proves, that. 
blic affairs,was communicatedto the Letter on Zu//ia’s death was 
Atticus; Tumille [Atticus] Le- written by Brutus, when he was 
gi, inquit,perlubenterepiftolam, inthe HigherGau/. Diff. deae- - 
quam ad te Brutus mifit ex A- tat. Cic. Lib. de Leg. p. 25, 26. 
fia, qua mihi vifus eftet monere [p] Ep.ad Att. i. 13.—Conf. 
te prudenter, et confolari ami- Ep. 20. et ii. 1. 
cifime. Brut c.3. Dr. Chap- [7] Life of Cic. v, il. p. 52 
books 
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books ; one of his Lettersto C.Cafius,of which the fi# 
book is mentioned [7]; and probably one book of 
Letters to Cato, and another to Doladella{s]. Allthefe 
collections made fo many di/tiné? works of Cicero, 
and each took its title from the name of his corre- 
fpondent whofe Letters were chiefly inferted into 
the collection ; and if the correfpondence with any 
fingle perfon did not fuffice for a just volume, it 
was fupplied with the ftill rarer correfpondence 
with others, and the title of the volume was taken 
from the jirft addrefs [4]. This was the antient 
{tate of all Cicero’s Letters, which probably conti- 
nued for fome time after Nouius; for this old 
Grammarian, together with Prifcian, who, we 
faid, lived after Nowius, and the ftill older Gram- 
marians and Claffic writers, knew no other di/tin- 
tion of them, as is evident from their numerous 
citations. But when the Letters, as well as other 
works of Cicero, and of moft Claffic authors, had. 
had their hare in that univerfal ruin which op- 
preffed all the liberal Arts, by the overbearing power 
of the Goths aud Vandals ; it came into the head of 
fome well-meaning, but unfkilful workman, to 
fearch into the rubbifh, and gather up the difmem- 
bered remains, which he compofed a-new upon a 
Gothic plan. For fince their antient relations and 
dependences were quite deftroyed, nothing more 
was left for him than to crowd the mutilated ma- 
terials, as they could be made to confift together, 


[r+] Non. in voc. Delinitus. M. Ciceronis ad Plancum, in e- 
[sj Id. in voc. Pluset Mul- piftola Afinii Pollionis ad Cice- 
tum; etin voc, Amare. ronem. Geil. Noét. Att. i, 22. 


[t] Cic. ad Varronem epi- Conf. Ep. Fam. x. 33. Vide 
fiola Paeti. Non. in voc. Co- Vittor. in Ep. Fam. in init. et 
medim. Conf. Ep. Fam. ix. 20. ‘Lud. Carrion. Emend. |. i.c. #8. 
Scriptum eft in libro epiftolarum ; 
Gea into 
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into one unwieldy pile. But the nearer obfervation 
and fkill of the Ciceronian architects afterwards difco- 
vered great rudenefs and diforder in the compofi- 
tion of this fy{tem; not indeed in putting thofe 
Letters together which are to the fame perfon, 
however diftant from each other in the order of 
time; but inynot preferving their right order 
among themfelves, which might have been feen, 
not only from their contents, but fometimes from 
their very dates. And this is moft obfervable in 
the book of Letters to Terentia and the Family : 
nay, Manutius finds fo many faults of this kind in 
that one intire book of Letters which, the Vindicator 
takes notice, were written to Ziro himfelf, that, ra- 
ther than accufe him of fuch unpardonable negii- 
gence, he chufes to acquit him of having any hand 
at all in the matter [zw], 

Tuus the fmall remnants of the many intire 
volumes of Cicero’s Letters, which happened to be 
preferved, and could not fubfift with fafety or con- 
venience in their detached condition, were joined to. 
one another, and of courfe inferted among, or ra- 
ther conftituted the whole contexture of the fam:- 
har Epiftles: and fince the Letters to his Brother 
Quintus, and efpecially thofe to ticus, which 
may moft juftly claim the character of familiar Epi- 
files [x], had not their integrity fo greatly dimi- 


[u} Tironem patroni fui Cice- Quid quod in iis difponendis, 
ronis epiftolas eo, quo paflim le- quas ad ip/um fcripferat Cicero, 
guntur, ordine collocafle, pro- item utinaliis peccavit? quod 
ditum eft. Id ego non Libenter vitium quia non licet excufare ; 
credo; libenter enim eum,quem_libenter, ut dixi, Tzrone abjoluto, 
Cicero ipfe ——laudavit faepe guemuts alum condemnaverim. 
ut literatum ac diligentem, gra- Manut. Praef. in Ep. fam.xiv. 1. 
[x] Quod fi ullis epiftolarum 


nifhed. 


vi negligentiae culpa libero. 
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nifhed, as to want any foreign fupplement ; this was 
the reafon why they ftill retained their feparate fub- 
fiftence and were not inferted among the familiar 
Epiftles. The name of familiar, given to the whole 
fyftem of the reft, is {till of much later date, not 
being found in any antient MSS. [y], nor, that 
I know of, till after the many centuries of Gothic 
barbarifm ,; when Petrarch feems to have been well 
acquainted with it, and to have entertained the Vin- 
dicator’s {cholaftic notion, that it is the proper title 
of the Letters, as they related chiefly to private af- 
fairs, and the mutual recommendation of friends to 
each otber. We therefore infcribed a collection of 
his own Letters, in which he profeffes to imitate Ci- 
cero’s familiar manner, Concerning familiar affairs 
{z]; but in truth, whatever fcattered Letters of 
the many volumes of Cicero happened te be preferv- 
ed at the time of making the colleétion of the fami- 
liar Epiftles, they were alike in/erted into it, whether 
they related to private or public affairs, to matters 
of common life, or philofophic fpeculation, Thus 
fome Letters happening to be preferved of the colle- 
ction of Letters to Cato and C. Caffius, though fe- 
veral of them relate to pubic and the moft impor- 
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voluminibus Ave titulus conveni- 
ret, verius hoc nomine appellari 
poffent illae, quae ad Atticum 
familiariter {criptae {unt : quae 
licet et ipfae faepe de pubticis 
rebus agant, remiffiore tamen et 
folutiore genere dicendi utuntur, 
et minore arte et frudio {criptae 
funt, quomodo familiares inter 
Se homines fcribere confueve- 
sunt. Vidt.in Ep. Fam. in init. 

[Ly] Vide Viktor. et Gebhard. 


ib. 

[z] ——Quanguam in his e- 
piftolis magna ex parte Cicero- 
nis —— morem fequar. Ci- 
cero — familiaria et res novas 
ac varios illius faeculi rumores 
in epiltolis includic. Malta 
igitur hic familiariter ad amicos, 
inter quos et ad teipfum {cripta 
comperies. Petrar. Praef. in 


Ep. fam, rer. p. 569. 
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tant oa were Raat among the familiar Epi- 
files; and a few more ate left of the collection of 
Letters to 7. Cez/ar, Dolabelle and Pompey; and 
thefe are sae: partly among the familiar, partly 
among the Epiftles to 4tdicus, where they are re- 
ferred to by them ; and yet every one of thefe were 
certainly once contained in their refpective colle- 
étions, as is evident from a Letter to Pompey, ftill 
remaining, which was a part of the fourth book of 
Letters to that perfon [a]; and by parity of reafon 
I argue, 

V. Tuar the five genuine Letters of Cicero to 
Brutus, which happened to be preferved, and were 
inferted among the familiar Epiftles, where they now 
are, were certainly once contained in the collection 
of Cicero’s Letters to Brutus, antiently confifting of 
eight books; and that their being thus thferted, fe- 
parate from all the reft, is a {trong evidence, that 
ho other Letters of the original colleétion were 
known, or at leaft acknowlegéd as the Letters of 
Eb6fe. evo 0 great men, at the time when the general 
ebllection of the familar Epifiles was made. — 
he Jatter part of this conclufion 1s put paft all doubt 
from the hiftory of the /u/pected Letters ; whence 
it appears, that Petrarch was the perfon who re- 
trieved them from a long oblivion; and the figular 
fortunes, which they have undergone both in their 
lofs and recovery, may fuggeft a new Lapicion, That 
they mightall originally be rejected by many as [pu- 
vious, nor be Foil in all, if in any, of the copies of 


the genuine Letters. 


[a] VideEp., ad Pomp. ad Conf. Non. in voce Excipere. 
calcem Ep. ad Att. vill. 11. 
Bur 
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But itis time now that I’ fhould acquaint the 
Vindicator, of what correfpondence the original 
collection of thefe Letters in e7ght books did really 
confit, It might indeed have been expected from 
.one, who engaged to Jay before the reader an bifto- 
vy of this correfpondence, as it is delivered to us 
from the earlie#t tradition, that he fhould have paid 
fome attention to the fragments, or fcattered parts 
.of it, which may be gathered from the citations of 
antient Authors, efpecially the Authors that were 
pointed out to him, Quyintilan and Plutarch, 
Jn the former there are evident traces ftill remain- 
ing ofa correfpondence being regularly carried on from 
the time in which, he tells us with fome probability, it 
firft began, when Cicero was Proconful of Cilicia, He 
knows, that upon Cicero’s entering on this Procon- 
fulfhip, Brutus, who had lent to riobarzanes 
King of Cappadocia a very large fum of money, 
earneftly defired ‘Cicero to procure the payment of it 
with the arrears of intereft ; but Gicero was forced 
to give a fad account of his negotiation to dtticus, 
who likewife had warmly recommended Brutus’s 
interefts to him [2]. He knows too, that the city 
of Salamis in Cyprus owed to two of Brutus’s friends, 
‘Scaptius and Matinius, above twenty thoufand pounds 
Sterling upon bond, at the intereft of four per cent by 
the month{c)]. This, with his ufual candor towards 
Brutus, he is pleafed to call a moft extravagant inter- 
eff; though he himfelf obferves a little before, that 
the ordinary intereft of thefe Provincial loans (he 
fhould have faid, of the arrears of compofition-mo- 


[4] Life of Cic. v. il. p. 19. felnlb. suezs 
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ney, due from the Provincial cities to the farmers of 
the public revenues) was one per cent by the month 
with intere/t upon intereft [d]. This, fays he, was 
the lowe/t: but in extraordinary or hazardous cafes 
(fuch a cafe the prefent one was [e]) i was fre 
quently four times as much. Brutus, who was 
engaged to the creditors for the faid fum, had 


begeed of Cicero to take their perfons and con- 
cerns under his fpecial protection. But notwith- 


{tanding the repeated inftances of both Brutus and 
Atticus, that Scaptius’s debt might be paid off ac- 
cording to the tenor of his bond; yet Cicero was de- 
ti*mined to overrule it, and enjoined the Salami- 
nians to pay off Scaptius’s bond according to the te- 
nor of bis edif?, by which he had ordered, that no 
his Province [7. e. between the Cities and 


daa 


bonds in 
the Publicans] fhould carry above one per cent by 
the month. 

Tuts is the bare reprefentation of thefe tranfacti- 
ons, difcharged of all the colourings of the apolegeti- 
cal hiftory; and Cicero’s ill fuccefs in negotiating 
with Avicberzanes, where very probably he did his 
beft endeavours ; but efpecially his popular fentence in 


Cicero could and in the event a- 


(d] L'fe of Cic. v. ii. p.19. 

(e] [Scaptius} aut bono nomine 
centefimis contentus erat, aut non 
bono quaternas centefimas {pera- 
bat. Ep. ad Att. v. 21.—This 
money was lent againft the Ga- 
binian law, by which neither 
principal nor intereft could be 
legally recovered by she bond; 
but both lay at the mercy of 
ofthe Proconful of Cilicia: and 
though Brutus got the bond de- 
clared good by the Senate, yet 


Gually did overrule it. The or- 
dinary intereft, which the Dr. 
talks of, of one per cent by the 
month, was only of the compo- 
fition-money due from the Ci- 
ties to the Publicans, and there- 
fore of a debt which required 
no extraordinary intereft for in- 
Jurance; fince it was not at all 
affefted by the Gadinian law, 
which /ét afide the bonds given in 
the cafe of Provincial loans only. 


favour 
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favour of the Salaminians, where it was in his 
power to do a kind office, or rather an aét of ju- 
{tice to his friend Brutus [f], had like to have put 
an intire end to the friendfhip of thefe two great 
men. Cicero fays on his own part to Atticus, If 
Brutus does not approve my conduci, I know not why 
you and I fhould love him; and Atticus fays on Bru- 
tus’s part, that if Cicero brought nothing back from 
the Province, but Brutus’s friendfhip, that would be 
enough [g|. Now there happens to be a fragment, 
preferved by Quintilian, of Cicero’s Letter to Bru- 
tus, which refers to a reconciliation with him juft 
about the end of Cicero’s Proconfulfhip, or imme- 
diately after his return from Cz/eza ; and the fra- 
gment might have fuggefted a notable hiftorical fact 
to the Ciceronian Biographer. He tells us of Czcero’s 
reconciliation with Appius, and of his defire to live on 
cood terms with him, becaufe one of his Daughters 
was married to Pompey’s Son, and another to Bra- 
tus [hb]. In the fragment then of Cicero’s Letter to 
Brutus, Since, fays Cicero, a reconciliation bas been 
effetted between Appius Claudius and me, and effected 
by the mediation of Cn. Pompey; you and I fhould 
efteem ourfelves to be reconciled too [1], Manutius, 


nihil aliud de hac provincia nifi 


(f] Atticus argues thus to 
illius benivolentiam deportaffem, 


Cicero. ‘ Butas to the Sala- 
Ib. vi. ft. 


“© minian affair, you had the 
‘«* executionin your own hands.” 
Ep. ad Att. vi. 2. 
[g] Habes meam_ caufam ; 
uae fi Bruto non probatur, ne- 
trio cur illum amemus. Ep. ad 
Att. v.21. —Te intelligere vo- 
lui, mihi non excidiffe illud, 
quod sz ad me — {cripfifles 5 fi 


mihi id fatis effe. 
[4] Life of Cic. v. ii. p. 36. 
fi} Illa vero apud Ciceronem 
mira figurarum miftura depre- 
henditur,——- utque fe habet epz- 
fiola ad Brutum: Ego cum in 
gratiam redierim cum Appio 
Claudio, et redierim per Cn, 
Pompeium, te ¢go ergo cum re- 
upon 
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tipon the credit of this fragment only, afferts that 
Cicero’s reconciliation with Appius was brought a- 
bout by Cx. Pompey [k] ; and the Biographer has al- 
ready told us, why the one reconciliation is properly 
alledged for the other ; and why Pompey in particu- 
lar fhould be interefted in them both. But I muft 
recommend another fragment of Cicero’s Letter, 
and perhaps of the fame Letter to Brutus, to the 
careful examination of the Vindicator. For it not 
only feems to relate to the very fame bufinefs, but 
4s certainly taken out of the genuine first book of 
Cicero’s correfpondence with Brutus, which, he fays; 
bean when Cicero was Proconful of Cilicia, In 
this fragment Cicero intimates that Pompey had been 


459 L110 
préfing bim with particular earnefinefs, and enforced 
bis application by a recital of many paljages which hap- 
pened long before [1]. Let now the Vindicator have 


recourfe again to his Nonius, arid give us a fecond effay 


of bis jRill in fhewing, that the fiz? Letter of the /w- 


o? 


fpetted collection, which feems to have been written 
about the end of the year in which Calar was killed, 
i, e. fix years afterwards, could belong to the fr# 


Ve 


Sook of the collection of Cicero’s genuine Letters to 
Brutus, known to the Antients, and originally con- 
fitting of eight books. — The civil war was breaking 
out at the rime of Cicero’s return from the Province 


dierim. Quint. Inft. Orat. ix.3. 8. ¥ 395. Cicero primo libro ad 
[4] Aufore Pompeia. Id Brutum. Si Pompezus non ex alto 

€x Quintiliani le€tione cognovi- peteret, et multis verbis me jam 

mus, qui recitat haec verba Ci- hortaretur. Sicin|. 12. ¥ 844. 

ceronis ex libroepiftolarum incer- Cicero ad Appium Pulchrum. 

to ad M Brutum,etc. Manut. Sic intellexeram permultos a te 

in Ep. Fam. ii. 13. milites tunc dimiffas. Conf. Ep. 
(/] Serv. in-Virg. Aeneid. 1. Fam, iil. 3. 


rc 


or 
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of Cilicia, and young Brutus was alfo in Pompey’s camp 
at the battle of Pharfalia{m]. Pliny,in his Natural Hi- 
Story, refers to fome of his Letters of this early date, 
in which he made complaint of the officers ufing 
military ornaments of gold [7]. 

AsouT the time of Brutus’s government of Gf 
alpine Gaul, and confequently about the time in 
which thofe Letters of Cicero to Brutus were writ- 
ten, which happened to be preferved, and were in- 
Serted among the familiar Epiftles ; Cicero, according 
to the Vindicator, feems to have received a te/timony 
of Cato’s friendhip, in being left a Guardian to his 
Son, as he was alfo to young Lucullus, Cato’s Ne- 
phew [0]. Cicero was left a Guardian to young Lu- 
cullus, by the will of Lucullus his Father [p] ; and 
he had indeed fome concern in the care and admi- 
niftration of young Cafo’s affairs. There is a fra- 
gment of Brulus’s Letter, which will appear td 
have been written to Cicero, if we compare it with 
a Letter of Cicero to Atticus upon the fubje& of 
young Cato. Pifo, a banker, was prefling a demand 
upon him onthe account of his creditors, and Cicero 
orders Atticus to plead the deftitution of Cato for de- 
lay of payment [¢]. Brutus, who was the deceafed 
Cato's Nephew by his Mother Servilia, and married 
his Daughter Porcia a little while after, may be di- 


[m] Life of Cic.v.ii. p.116. = [p] Tibi te/ffamento libe- 

{7} Sed in militia quoque in rosfuds commendavit. De Fin. 
tantum adolevit haec luxuria, 1.3. c.2. 
ut M. Bruti in Philippicis cam- [g} Pifoni quid eft quod 
pis epiffolae reperiantur fremen- lioneftius refpondere poffimus, 
tes, fibulas tribunitias ex auro quam /olitudinem Catonis? Ep. 
geri. Plin. Nat. Hitt. xxxili.3. ad Ate. xiii. 6. 

[o] Life of Cic. v. ii. p. 160, 


{puting 
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fputing in the fragment the expediency of the chil- 
dren’s having aéting guardians, and alledging to 
Cicero, that they would rather. have no guardians, 
though they were well apprized, that it was otherwife 
intended or appointed by Cato [r]. Now whether 
the deftitution of young Cato was occafioned by the 
want of ¢e/tamentary and legitimate guardians, or be- 
caufe the guardians could not, through abfence or 
other incapacity, execute their charge; as the chil- 
dren, in either of thefe cafes, were more at liberty 
in procuring Guardians for themfelves, fo the near 
relation, which Brutus bore to them, made it his 
particular concern to deliberate, whether he fhould 
interpofe his authority to procure them Guardians 
or not [5s]. 

WHATEVER was the real cafe, the Vindica- 
tor, who fhould not deny the privilege of an hy- 
pothefis to others, /uppofes again, that this te/limony 
of Cato’s friendbip and judgment of Cicero might in- 
duce him the more readily to pay anhonour to his memo- 
ry [¢]3 and into this private confideration he would 
feem to refolve as great an act of Patriotifm as his 
Hero ever did, his writing his book in praife of Ca- 
to. Brutus \ikewife at this time was exerting all 
his eloquence upon the fame fubject ; and as thefe 
two fine writers and joint-adventurers in fuch an ar- 
duous enterprife did apply to their common friend 


~ [r] Brutus in epiftoliss Ne- 
gue enim illi malunt habere tuto- 
res aut defenfores, quanquam [ci- 
unt placuiffe Catont. Quint. 
Inft. Orat. 1. 9. c. 4. 

(s] Si minores non habebunt 
eos, qui ex legibus funt defenjo- 
ves, fiquidem tutoribus indigent 


= 
re 


propter aetatem, poffunt petere 
lis tutores conttitul cognati.—— 
Alu igitur voluntate petunt tu- 
tores ; funt autem quidam, qui- 
bus e/? neceffe petere tutores, pu- 
ta mater et liberti. Modetti- 

nus, Dig. 1. 26. tit. 6. |. 2. 
(¢] Life of Cic. v. ii. p. 160. 
Atticus, 
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Atticus, for his advice in the condué and execution 
of their work [4]; fo there is a proof of their con- 
fulting each other on that occafion, from the fra- 
ement of Cicero’s anfwer to Brutus, to the following 
effect: “* Your remark,” fays Cicero, “ was per- 
<¢ haps founded on the apprehenfion, that I fhould 
<¢ take fomething from thence into my Cato, which 
«* might be exceptionable ; though there was no fi- 
** militude between the fubjects in queftion [x].’” 
Brutus might have intimated his apprehenfion, that 
Cicero would make ufe of fome topic, or rather 
transfer into sis Cato what he compofed upon an- 
other fubject ; from which confequences might be 
drawn to the difadvantage of Cato’s charaéter, or 
to the prejudice of Cicero himfelf with regard to the 
times. For in fact we find Cicero in great per- 
plexity, how to conduct himfelf in profeffedly 
praifing both the private virtues and public admini- 
{tration of Cato, at a time.when his grand adver- 
fary Czfar had in a manner become eftablifhed in 
his fovereign power [yf]. 

Tue pieces of thefe great men, who were con- 
fummate Orators in their different ways, and in a 
fort difputing the prize of Eloquence, upon a fub- 
ject in which both of them were equally intereft- 
ed, together with the judgments, which the world 


[#] Ep.ad Att. xii. 4. 21. 

[x] Ipfe Cicero ad Brutum 
ita {eribit; Veritus fortaffe ne 
nos in Catonem noffrum transfe- 
ramus illinc mali quid, etfi argu~ 
mentum fimile non erat. Quint. 
Inft. Orat.1. 5. c. 10. 

(y] De Catone meobrnnuc “Ap- 
x iu7, JEbo¥ eft. Sl a fententiis 


ejus diGtis, fi ab omni voluntate 
confiliifque, quae de Rep. habuit, 
recedam,)iAwsque velim gravita- 
tem conftantiamque ejus laudare; 
hoc ipfum i/fis odiofum duecpa 
fit. Sed vere laudari ille vir 
non poteft, nifi baec ornata fink. 


Ep. ad Att. xii. 4. 
prefently 
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prefently gave, concerning their comparative mie- 
rits [z], introduced the celebrated controverly be- 
tween the Principals themfelves, about ¢be charatter 
of perfect Eloquence ox the best manner of Speaking. 
Since we have, what might well be expected, 
feveral remains of their literary correfpondence on 
this fubject preferved to us by the old Critics and 
Rhetoricians, it may be proper to obferve, in order 
to place them ina better light, that as perfons fo 
like in profeffion and principles had many occa- 
fions, both before and after this time, of being con- 
cerned together in the management of the fame 
caufe, fo they did not only differ in their whole 
ftyle and manner of compofition, but many times 
in the général ceconomy of their works, and in the 
main pofitions upon which any matter of judicial 
or political deliberation chiefly turned. The Vin- 
dicator obferves, that in Milo’s trial Cicero thought 
it too defperate to defend him by avowing the death 
of Clodius to be an att of public benefit, but young 
Brutus was not fo cautious [a]. On the other 
hand, Cicero finds fault with Brutus for being zoo 
cautious in the Speech delivered by him in the Capz- 
tol, and immediately publifhed, on the occafion of 
Czfar’s death ; and declares to Atticus, that were be 
to have handled fuch a caufe, be would have advanc- 
ed his pofitions upon it more roundly [b]. The Vin- 
dicator indeed is of opinion, that Brutus’s Speech 
wanted fre, as to the manner of its compofition and 


[z] Multa de meo Catone, [a] Lifeof Cic. v. 1. p. 540° 
quo {aepiflime legendo fe dicit [4] Egotamen, fi illam cau- 
[Caefar] copiofiorem faGtum: fam habuiffem, {cripfiflem ar- 
Bruti Catone le&to fe fibi vifum dextius vmobécas. Ep. xv. i. 
difertum. Ep.ad Att. xili. 40. 


the 
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the working up of the ftyle; and makes Atticus give 
judgment upon it, that its manner was too cold and 
fpiritlefs for fo great an occafion (c]; whereas Cicero 
allowed it, as to the fly and fentiments, to come up 
to the perfet? idea of that charafer of Eloquence 
which Brutus affected ; and was afraid that Atticus 
fhould be Hyper-Atiic in criticifing it becaufe it had 
too much fire of that fort ; ‘* but,”’ fays he in apology, 
« if you remember the ¢hunderbolts of Demofthenes, 
*«« you will be fenfible, that an Orator may be mo/f 
“© vehement, and yet perfectly Attic at the fame 
“ time [d].* The want of fre then, with which 
Brutus is charged, was not in the compofition but in 
the matter or general argument of the Speech, 
which probably was of the moderate and pacific kind, 
and without any retrofpect to the demerit of Czfar, 
or any mention of the profecution of thofe who 
had abetted and fupported his Tyranny, confifted 

chiefly in advifing the affembly ‘* to lay hold on 

‘** the glorious opportunity, which was offered 
« them, of recovering the antient conftitution, and 

‘* tranfmitting to pofterity the liberties of Rome.’” 
But Cicero, when he had been requefted by 4#i- 

gus to compofe an Oration as /pokex by Brutus in: 

the Capitol, or fome work at leaft, upon the fame 

event, propofed for his main hypothefis or general’ 
plau (though he thought fit to delay the execution 


[ce] Life of Cie. v.ik p. 274. 

{¢] —Quo in genere Brutus 
nofter effe vult, et quod judi- 
cium habet de optimo genere 
dicendi, id ita confecutus ef in 
ea oratione,ut elegantius effe nibil 
poffit, —- Quanquam. vereor, ne 


cognomine tuo lapfus varsear4s- 
xos fis in judicando. Sed fi re- 
cordabere Axpocbixs fulminay,. 
tum intelliges pofle et atline= 
vale graviflme cicl Ep. ad 
Att, Xv. 1. 


tll 
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till the times would better bear it) *¢ That the Ty- 
«« rant had been juftly killed [e].” 
Tue Vindicator carries his error fill farther, 
and gives it as the general character of Brutus’s 
manner of fpeaking, that zt wanted that force which 
is required in a confummate Orator [yi]. Bow 
it does not appear, that he had ever read one of 
Brutus’s compofitions, or indeed any part or fra- 
gment of one: but Quintilian, who read them all 
with great accuracy, tells us, that the proper diftin- 
Sion of Brutus’s manner was the /trength of the fen- 
timent [g]; and therefore he was moft excellent on 
the fubject of Philofophy, and much more happy there 
than in bis Orations, becaufe he was able to fuftain 
the weight of his matter, and to let us know, that 
he even feels what he peaks [h]: and though the 
fame moft judicious Critic juftly allows to Cicero all 
the excellencies of writing together, whether in the 
Philofophic or the Popular kind and the Vindicator 
thinks his /fyle and manner much the fame with thofe 
of Demofthenes, where there was nothing either redun- 
dant or deficient, nothing either to be added or retrench- 
ed [i]: yet Cicero himfelf, in a Letter to Brutus, eX- 


dii, gravitatem Bruti, acumen 


[¢] An fic ut in Tyrannum jure 
Sulpicii —— re} eriemus. — Inft. 


optimo cacfum ? Multa dicentar, 
multa fcribentur a nobis; fed 
alio—tempore. Ep. ad Att. xv. 
3. De oratione Bruti prorfus 
contendis.—— Egone ut eam cau- 
fam, quam is {cripfit? At, 
inguis, “Heaxartdeoy aliquod. Non 
recufo id quidem. Sed et com- 
ponendum argumentum eft, et 
{cribendi expectandum tempus 


Ep. 4. 


maturius. 


(f] Life of Cic. v. ie Pe227: 
[g] —— Subtititatem Calli- 


Orat.l. 42. c.10. 
Ch] Egregius vero, multoque 
vam in orationibus praefantior 
Brutus. /uffecit pondert rerum: {clas 
eum fentire quae dicit. Ib.c.1. 
(i) At M. Tullium non illum 
habemus Euphranorem circa 
plurium artium {pecies praefian- 
tem, fed ix omnibus, quae in quo- 
que laudantur, eminentifimum. 
Int. Orat.1. 12. c. 10. Im elo- 
quendo eft aliqua diverfitas. 
prefies 
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prefles the character of the Perfect Eloquence in 
much the fame terms that his Hiftorian does; that 
it is ** an Eloquence born for the multitude, whofe 
“¢ merit was always fhewn by its effects, of exciting 
“< admiration and extorting fhouts of applaufe [2]. 
Accordingly we find him boafting in another Letter 
to Brutus, that he had ‘* impofed uponthe multitude, 
“< and approved himfelf to be an Orator indeed [/].” 
To this effect he fays, in his book entitled Brutus, 
the firft fketch of which was drawn before this 
time, that ‘* it is the property of a perfect Orator, 
‘* to appear to the multitude to be a perfect Ora- 
‘© tor [m].”? And in another Letter he tells him, 
** that his advocate in this caufe, or difpute about 
‘¢ the Perfect Eloquence, fhall be that affection, 
<‘ or, to ufe the word, that Favour of the multi- 
«* titude [z],”? or thofe /houts of applaufe which his 
eloquence extorted from it: and Quintilian refers 
us to another of Cicero’s Letters to Brutus, in which 
he had declared, ‘* that Eloquence is a Virtue [o].’? 

LRUTUS, on the other fide, maintained his o- 
pinion with no lefs zeal, and took great liberties in 
Denfior ille [ Demofthenes] hic 
[Cicero] copiofior : ille conclu- 
dit aftriCtius, hic latius pugnat: 


—illi nihil detrahi poteft, huic 
nihil adjict. Ib. 1. 10. .¢. 1, 


mioratoris, f{ummum oratorem 
populo videri, Brut. c. 50. 
Cicero makes Brutus agree with 
him in opinion, c. 55. See Dr. 


Chapman's very ingenious difco- 


Life of Circ. v. ii. p. 532. 

(epi oo ieee 2a ORS. 
cteque Cicero his ipfis ad Bru- 
tum verbis quadam in epi/fo- 
Ja {cribit;. Nam eloquentiam, 
quae admirationem non habet, 
nullam judico. Ib 1.8. ¢. 3. 

[Z| Cicero ad Brutum, Popz- 
Jo, inquit, zmpofuimus et oratores 
wifi fumus. Ib. 1.8. c. 6. 


(m] Id enim ipfum eft fum- 


H 


very of Cicero’s publifhing a /- 
cond edition of his Brutus. Diff. 
de aet. Lib. de Leg. p. 22. etc. 

[2] Favorem et urbanum Cis 
cero nova credit. Nam et in 
epiftola ad Brutum, Eu, inquit, 
amoren, eteum (ut hoc verbo u- 
tar ) favo em in confilium advo- 
cabo. Quint. Inft. Orat.1. 8.c. 3. 

[0] Cicero ‘in fua perfona, 

~ 


cum ad Brutum in epifiolis, tum 
criticifing 
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criticifing Cicero’s Eloquence ; and their altercations 
were carried to fome height, and probably became 
even voluminous ; as may be gathered from Quin- 
tilian and another very early writer. Quintilan 
has this obfervation: ‘* I fay nothing of thofe, 
*¢ who do not allow enough to Cicero and Demo- 
‘© fthenes even in the point of Eloquence ; though 
“© Cicero himfelf indeed does not allow Demojfihenes 
‘© to be a confummate Orator, and fays, that he 
<¢ now and then nods; and #rutus and Calvus do 
«¢ the fame to Cicero, even in their Letters to him- 
<¢ felf [p].” This Licinius Calvus, to whom, as we 
faid, there were at leaft two books of Cicero’s Let- 
ters, was dead when Cicero wrote his book entitled 
Brutus [q] 3 and thofe Letters upon the fubject of 
Eloquence were actually publifhed about the time 
of his death [r]. Brutus’s Letters upon the fame 
fabject, we fee, were extant in Quwintilian’s time 5 
and the author of the Dialogue, commonly afcribed 
to Tacitus, tells us farther, out of thefe collections 
of Letters, what particular charges the Parties 
brought againft each other’s manner of writing. 
“© You have read,” fays he, ‘* the Letters of Ca/- 
6° yus and Brutus to Cicero. Whence you may 
ss fee, that Cicero thought Ca/vus a lean and hag- 
«* gered Orator, and Brutus a lazy and disjointed 
« one; that Calvus, on the other hand, reproach- 
«© ed Cicero for being relaxed and without nerves 5 


ahiis etiam locis, virtutem eam Cicero Bruto Calvoque, qui cer- 

appellat. Inft.Orat.1.2.¢.z0. te compofitionem illius etiam 
[e] Quanquam neque apad ip/um reprehendunt. Ib. 

ipfi Ciceroni Demofthenes vi- 1.12. c. 1. 

deatur fatis effe perfectus, quem (7] Brut.c, 81. 

Wormitare interim dicit; nec fr] Ep. Fam. av. 21. 

** and 
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sand Brutus, to ufe his own words, reproached 
* him for being broken and emafculate [s].*’ 
Quintilian acquaints us too with Brutus’s affectation 
of Jambic meafures in his compofitions [¢], and 
with a peculiarity of judgment in blaming a pe- 
riod of Dewmofthenes, which 1s concluded like an 
heroic verfe. He adds farther, that fome had cae 
villed at Cicero for the like inftances [a] ; and in 
another place he cites from Cicero’s Letters the 
words in which Brutus had expreffed his admira~ 
tion of fome author, for the elegance and flowing 
eafinefs of his metrical periods [~]. All this “ite- 
rary controverfy concerning the Perfect Eloquence 
feems to fall in with the times of Cicero’s writing 
his book infcribed the Orator ; a piece, fays the 
Vindicator, containing the plan or delineation of what 
he bimfelf efteemed the mott Perfect Eloquence or 
manner of Speaking [y']. For this piece was written 
for the particular conviction and at the earneft intreaty 
of Brutus himfelf; but Brutus full perfifted in his 
own opinion, and, after reading it, declared, 1n his 
Letters to Cicero and Atticus at the fame time, that 


[s] Legifli utique et Calvi et 
Bruti ad Ciceronem miflas epi- 
fiolas, ex quibus facile eft de- 
prehendere, Calvum quidem 
Ciceroni vifum ex/anguem et 
aitritum, Brutum autem otio/um 
atque disjunéum. Rurfumque 
Ciceronem a Calvo quidem ma- 
le audiviffe, tanquam /o/utum et 
enervem - a Bruto autem, ut i- 
pfius verbis utar, tanquam fra- 
étum atque elumbem. De Orat. 
Dialt cs 13. 

[+] Itaque et verfus hi fere 


excidunt, quos Brutus ipfo com- 


ponenai dudus fiudio {aepiflime 
facit. Inft. Orat.1. 9. c. 4. 

[wz] Abuno, quod fciam, Bru- 
to minus probatur, caeteris pla- 
cet, —— und? roéévm. Non de- 
funt qui Ciceronem carpant in 
his —balneatori — archipiratae. 
Ib. 

(x] In epiffolis Cicero haec 
Bruti refert verba ; Nae zl/i funt 
pedes factti, ac deliciis ingredien- 


ti molles. Ib. 1.6..¢.3. 
[y] Life of Cic. v. ii. p. 164. 
Ei cc he 
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«© he did not admit of Cicero’s idea of the Perfect 
‘© Eloquence [z].””. There is another fragment of 
Cicero’s Letter to Brutus, which I fhall mention 
under this head; for though the time of it is not 
eafily determined, yet it carries with it an air not 
very agreeable tothe period which the Vindicator 
muft affign it, being occafioned by the news 
of Brutus’s fuceefs in pleading a caufe, or obtaining 
fome requeft. ‘ There is,” fays Cicero, “ nothing 
« talked of but you; for what can deferve it more? 
“© Then Flavius faid to the courier, You are under 
*¢ a miftake ; for when I pleaded at fupper-time in 
*¢ the fame place, I carried my point [a].” 

W HILE Cefar was carrying on the war in Spain 
againft the Sons of Pompey, we find Cicero confult- 
ing with his friend Zticus about writing a Letter 
to him, the fubjeét of which, the Vindicator in his 
hiftorical way would have us believe, was fome ad- 
vice about reftoring the peace and liberty of the Repu- 
blic {6}. One would wonder, how fuch a thought 
could come into the head of one who values himfelf 
fo much upon his knowledge of affairs and real life ; 
and could he have whifpered fome advice into his 
Hero’s ear, they would no doubt have acquitted 
themfelves to the admiration of all future Patriots. 
But Cicero was wifer than his Hiftorian at this jun- 
cture; and the fubject of his Letter was the. very 


[x] Cum cpus precibus paene mo nullus feilicet nifi de te. 
adduétus {cripfiflem ad eum de Quid enim potius? Tum Fla- 
optimo genere dicendi, nonmodo  vius, Erras tabellarie, et ego 1bi- 
mihi, {ed etiam t7bi{cripfit, 44: dem orans inter coenam exora- 
illud, quod mihi placeret, oz vi. Quint. Inft. 1. 9. c. 3. 
probari. Ep.ad Att. xiv. 20. (2] Life of Cic. v, 1. p. 207. 

{a} Cicero ad Brutum: Ser- 
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reverfe of what the contemplative Politician would 
make it. The argument of the whole was nothing 
but flattery, as himfelf fays [¢c]; and the things 
advifed were little elfe than what he thought ssf 
be agreeable to Cefar, whether they were advifed 
by Cicero or not; and therefore. C7cero looks upon 
it as a notable feat of conjectural fll, that he had 
advifed in his Letter what C/ar actually fent word 
at this time that he purpofed to do, wiz. ** to 
‘< fettle the Commonwealth, before he undertook 
“< his intended expedition againft the Parthians [d].” 
This paffage of Cicero’s Letter, which he judged to 
be perfectly agreeable to Cz/ar’s own defigns [e], was 
altered, but not /oftened, as the Vindicator fays, by 
his friends Balbus and Oppius, who poffibly might 
think Cicero a little too intruding, and had a mind 
to keep the advifing of Cz/ar in this particular in- 
tirely to themfelves : for the intended /ettlement of 
the Commonwealth was principally the defignation of 
Magiftracies, civil and provincial, for a certain 
number of years; which Cz/ar actually did accom- 
plith in order to his Parthian expedition ; and this 
was looked upon as the greateft ftretch of regal 
power, and was in fact no lefs than a total fubver- 
fion of the conftitution and liberty of the Republic. 
A fragment of Cicero’s Letter to Brutus, in which 
he is confulting him, as he was 4fticus, concerning 
the delicate fubject of a Letter to Ce/ar, mult be 

(c] a enim aliud argu- rebus, non iturum in Parth 0S 


mentum epiftolae nofirae, mili x0- idem ego fu afta in illa epi- 
Aaa, fuit? Ep. ad Att. ftola. Ib.d 31 


Xill. 27. (e} De Parth ico bello qul id 
[2] Id ipfum, quod taint ine ect ure debui, nifi quod illum 
illum feriber e, fe, nifi conffiitutis velle arbitrabar? Ib. Ep. 2 
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referred either to this or a much higher period. 
«© Since many things,” fays he, ‘ have been 
«< propofed, which Cz/ar may be honeftly advifed 
«© to do; fhall I perform the part of a good and 
“<< fincere man, if I advife what I have laft men- 
“6 tioned? I cannot fay that indeed [e].” 

As to the continuance of their correfpondence, 
and efpecially from the time of Céz/ar’s death to 
Brutus’s departure out of Jtaly, we find a minute 
account of it in the Letters to Afticus, who rarely 
failed of having the Letters of them both commu- 
nicated to himfelf; and that the correfpondence of 
this period was a¢tually made public, the Vindica- 
tor mutt either allow, or give up a favourite hypo- 
thefis, that Plutarch had very little curiofity about 
feeing any of Cicero’s genuine Letters[f]. For, be- 
fides the Letters written by Brutus upon his leav- 
ing Italy, which fhall be confidered by and by, 
Plutarch, after citing his Letter to his friends con- 
cerning the Shews, which he gave as Preetor the 
beginning of the uly after Cz/ar’s death, tells us 
farther, that he earneftly intreated Czcero by letter 
to do honour to them by his prefence [gz]. It appears 
from the Letters to Atticus, that Cicero had been 
preffed on this fubjeét more than once; and it may 
be obferved, that he fends the copy of Brutus’s 
Letter to Atticus, though he knew that Atiicus had 
received Letters from Brutus himfelf by the fame 
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[e] Poterat me liberare M. Minime. Quintil. 1. 3.¢. 8. 
Cicero, qui ita fcribit ad Bru- (/] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 96. 
tum; Propofttis plurimis, quae [eg] "Eycupe d& %, Kixtewn, 
hone/fle fuadert Caefari poffunt, maylus aaeuluxesy ras Sarg ded- 
fimne bonus vir, fi haec fuadeam? svos. Plut.in Brut. p. 994- 


exprefs 
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exprefs [4]. I will then recommend this Conclu- 
fion to be confidered by the Vindicator at his lei- 
fure, 

VI. Tuar the eight books of Letters between 
Cicero and Brutus, which are cited by the An- 
tients, did in faét contain a correfpondence, which, 
beginning when Cicero was Proconful of Cilicia, 
was carried on through all Cz/ar’s reign, and after 
it, until Brutus’s departure out of Jzaly. 

I have now fully confidered the Vindicator’s /hort 
hiftory of the fufpected Epifiles, as it is delivered 
from the earlieft tradition ; the refult of which 1s, 
that perhaps he may not chufe to maintain any ex- 
ternal tradition or teftimony concerning them more 
early than Petrarch’s age; nor has he fhewn the 7n- 
credibility of a modern, much lefs of an antient for- 
gery. Ifwe are to admit, that Nonius cites, from 
the ninth book of the collection of Letters between 

Cicero and Brutus, a paffage of the firft of thefe Epi- 
files now remaining, which feems to have been writ- 
ten about the end of the year in which Calar was 
killed, then he prefumes, without any fhew of rea- 
fon, that there was no room for a forgery of the fu- 
petted Letters as long as the genuine Letters were 
in being ; and the Sophift might propofe to himfelf, 
in undertaking the work, to draw up an Epilogue or 
Supplement to the genuine Letters in eight books, 
fo as to carry on the biftory where thefe Letters dropt 
it. On the other hand, if we are to believe, upon 
the credit of the vulgar reading of Nonius’s text, 


[h} Idem illud, ut {pe- mihi tabellarius nofter dixerat, 
€tem ludos fuos. Mifiadte tibi quoque fe attuliffe literas a 
exemplum epiftolae; quanquam = Bruto. Ep. ad Att. xv. 26. 
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that the firf? of the /u/pected Letters is cited by him 
from a fir/t book of the Letters between Cicero and 
Brutus; then do I affirm, that this firff book of 
Letters, which Nonzus ufed, was not the firft book of 
the original collection of Lies ters between s¢hefe two 
great men, which was known to the Antients before 
Nonius, and confifted of eight books. ‘The Vindi- 
cator himielf, here at leaft, juftly prefumes, that 
thefe Letters were neainek ly digefted into books, 
according to the order of time’in which they were 
written ; and it -appe aie that the original colleétion 
of them in ezght books did in faét contain a corre- 
fpondence o Me a € ‘aia between Cicero’s being 
Proconful of Cilicia and Brutus’s laft departure out 
of Italy; nay, that the jit of thefe books did real- 
ly belong to the times in which the correfpondence 
firft began. A nd, as all this correfpondence paffed 
before the period in which the Letter which Nonius 
cites from a fir/t book is fuppofed to be written, fo 
It is utterly improbable in the thing itfelf, and 
proved, from hiftory and the accounts of Cicero’s 
genuine ioetters to be even impoffible, that the 
complement of the original collection in eight books 
fhould have followed that period ; or that /feven in- 
tire books, and perhaps a great part of an eighth 
boo.x of Letters fhould be written after the end of 
the year in which Ceelar was killed. The Vindica- 
tor then, if he iy aflert the genuinenefs of his 
old Grammarian’s text, may make his option, whe- 
ther the pajfage of the Lpiftles now rem satning mutt 
be cited by Nonius af the firft, or from the ninth 
book of the collection of Letters between Cicero 
and Brutus; fince, in the one cafe, all our /u/pected 
Le ters 
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Letters would not be fo much as a part; in the o- 
ther, they might be a /upplemental part of the ori- 
ginal collection. And that they were not ever unt- 
verfally received, either in the more early or the 
later times, as a neceflary part, nor were to be 
found in all the copies of the original collection, 
may be probably gathered from the different num- 
ber or title of the book which contained the jirft of 
them, and from their not being inferted, when five 
genuine Letters of Cicero to Bruius were inferted a- 
mong the familiar Epiftles, where they are to be 
found at this day, 


I now enter more particularly upon a de- 
fence of the grounds on which I founded my /u/pi- 
cions concerning the genuinenefs of the Letters in 
difpute ; and my arguments might have deferved an 
acknowledgement different or what the Vindica- 
tor is pleafed to make, if he is fincere in laying, that 
they have had no other effect but to perfuade him 
more firongly than ever, that the Letters are Origi- 
nals, and that he can hardly doubt but every reader 
will be of the fame mind [7]. However, as I find 
him, in the whole courfe of our debate, generally 
moft angry where there is nothing to blame, and 
moft confident where he has the leaft to fay; fo l 
am not without hopes, that many readers may be of 
my mind, when they fee in the Letters ‘* a great 
‘¢ variety of facts, and feveral of them not touched 
“< upon by any other writer [k], feveral different- 
fs ly reprefented by every other writer, and feve- 
“¢ ral evidently Salle, and nt ed by the ge- 


me '] Mid. Pref, Diff Dalz (4) Ib. p. 118. 
6¢ nuine 
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‘© nuine works of Czcero ; many formal predi- 
<< ions and conjeétural anticipations of particular 
<¢ and cafual events both on Brutus’s fide and on Ci- 
<¢ cero’s, as well as many direct relations of events as 
<¢ paft, which were actually future at the time when 
<< the relations are pretended to be made; feve- 
<¢ ral ab/urdities in the fenfe, and improprieties in 
<¢ the language; —— in the Letters of Cicero an in- 
“© tire want of the mafterly comprehenfion, the ge- 
<< nuine purity, and flowing copioufnefs of the Cz- 
<< ceronian compofition ;—— and in the Letters of 
“© both the Parties a famene/s of reflection, and a 
<¢ flyle and manner of writing perfectly fimilar, even 
*¢ in impropriety ; and, laftly, fuch a laboured 
‘¢ and precife punctuality, both in diétion and fenti- 
«© ment, as to declare them to be the fruits rather 
«© of fcholaftic curiofity and meditation, than of 
<< the genuine acts and affairs of real life.” 

I am not afhamed to own again to the Public, 
that the firft occafion of my /u/peéting the Letters 
was taken from my coming to them frefh from the 
reading of Cicero’s genuine Epijtles, and from per- 
ceiving ona fudden a total alteration in the chara- 
&ter and /fyle ; and though all arguments drawn from 
{tyle are faid to be of 400 loofe and precarious a na- 
ture, to have any great weight in quefiions of this 
fort {Z], yet that they may be fufficient for private 
conviction at leaft, the Vindicator himfelf afferts, 
when he tells us, that, for his own part, he takes 
Cicero’s hand to be fo clearly difcernible in the Letters 
to Brutus, as to think it hardly poffible that they 


[4] Mid. Pref. Dif. p. 114. 
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could have been written by any body elfe[m]. Howe 
ever, I was well aware, with the Jo/d and fuccefs- 
£3] difturber of even the Tyrant Phalaris’s quiet and 
immemorial poffefion of his Epijftles, that, if I had no 
other argument but the ftyle to detect the {purioufnefs 
of the fu/pected Letters, I myfelf indeed foould be fa- 
tisfied with that alone; but I durft not hope to con- 
vince every body elfe {n]: and therefore I began with 
another fort of proof, which, though I durft not 
hope with him, shat it would affect the moft flow 
judgments, and affure the moft timid and incredulous, 
yet, when it makes its appearance in Englifh, will 
expofe to more general view the merits of the 
Vindicator’s affertion, that the reader mut needs be 
furprized to fee fo bold an attempt fo weakly fupported, 
and fearce a fingle objeétion produced, but what is 
grounded either on miftake or mifapplication of the te- 
ftimonies alledged to confirm it [0]. 

I produced, in the firft place, zawo remarkable 
paffages, in which Plutarch gives us extracts from 
fome Letters of Brutus to Cicero and Atticus, which, 
we both agree, were unqueftionably genuine |p|. 
I will recite the paffages in the Vindicator’s words, 
as far as I can confiftently with the Greek original. 
As to the Letter to Gicero: “* When Cicero,” fays 
Plutarch, “* out of hatred to Antony, had efpouled 
«< the interefts of O&avius, Brutus reproved him 
“ for it feverely, exprefling by letter, that Cicero 
‘© had no averfion to a mafter, but was afraid only 


[2] Mid. Pref. Diff. p.115. [p] ‘* The original Letters 
|z] Bentley's Diff. on Phal. “* were extant, as we have feen, 
Introd. p. 20. ‘to the time of Plutarch.” 


[o] Mid. Pref. Diff. p.123. ‘Ib. p. 13. Comp. p. 4. 
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“¢ of a mafter that hated him; that all his meafures 
‘* tended to procure an eafy fervitude, fince he was 
‘* conftantly declaring in his letters and fpeeches, 
‘¢ that Odfavius was a good-natured man ; whereas 
** our Anceftors, fays he, would never endure even 
*¢ their Fathers to be Mafters or Tyrants: that, 
*¢ for his own part, he had not to this time made 
“© any determined refolution either to enter into war, 
“© or to fit fill; but he had made one refolution, 
** not to be a Slave: that he was furprized, that 
*¢ Cicero fhould have fo much dread of a civil and 
** dangerous war, yet have none, at the fame time, 
‘* of a bafe and inglorious peace; but fhould de- 
** mand, as. the reward of difpoffefling Antony 
** of his Tyranny, to make Odfavius Tyrant in his 
** ftead. Such was Brutus in his firft Letters [¢].” 
Ine other paflage regards a Letter of Brutus, 
which, Plutarch tells us exprefsly, was addreffed to 
Atticus. ‘* Cicero’s hatred to Antony,” fays he, 
“< in the firft place, and, in the next, the impotency 
‘* of his own ambition induced him to efpoufe 
‘© Odavius, whofe power he hoped to make fubfer- 
** vient to his political meafures. For the young 
** man carried himfelf fo obfequioufly towards 
‘* him, as to call him even Father. Upon which 
‘* Brutus, being greatly incenfed, inveighed againtt 
“¢ Cicero in his Letters to Atticus, «* That by the ob- 
‘* fervance which he pays to Oéfavius, through fear 
“¢ of Antony, he plainly fhews that his aim is, not 
** to procure the Liberty of his Country, but a 
“¢ kind Mafter only to himfelf [r].” 


[7] Plut. in Brut. p. 994. [vr] Plut. in Cicer. p. 883. 
Mid. Pref, Diff. p.z0, 21, Pref. Dil. p. 21, 
THESE 
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THESE two paffages are allowed to agree very 
well in the main with the general argument of the 
two famous Letters of Brutus, which are frill extant 
[s] in the /u/pecfed collection; the one to Cicero, 
and the other to 4ticus. And fince there is fo con- 
feffed an agreement in the main, or their general 
argument, and yet a manifelt di/agreement in feveral 
and fome very material circumftances, my hypothefis 
was, ‘* that fome Sophift, happening to read thefe 
“¢ truefentimentsof Brutus in Plutarch or fome other 
‘¢ Hiftorian, took the hint to forge the Latin Let- 
“¢ ters upon that plan, and executed it accordingly ; 
<* but, either through negligence or incapacity, be- 
** caufe he wanted a conjuncture of affairs more 
‘* fuitable to his fancy, or becaufe he did not think 
“¢ it neceflary to obferve an exact conformity in 
<¢ all refpects, has fo varied from his plan, as to af- 
‘* ford us the means of difcovering the artifice.” 
To this the Vindicator replies, that be mujt be a fiu- 
pid Sophift indeed, who, after forming the plan of a 
work, by which be hoped to deceive the world, could 
be fo carelefs in the execution of it, as to contradidt his 
Author in the very articles, which he was borrowing 
from bim{t]. Where, firft, he does not confider, that 
every Sophift whatfoever, who has ventured to 
meddle with the hiftorical facts of antient times, has 
been fo fiupid as to contradi& his Authors in the ve- 
ry articles, which he was borrowing from them; and 
thereby given an occafion of detecting him. Se- 
condly, he makes an arditrary fuppofition, that the 
sophift formed the plan of his work in hopes of de- 

ie poud.. Pre. Dil pest, | in 
Brut. Ep, ad Cic. et Att. i. 16, (#} Pref. Dif, pr-23; 
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ceiving the world. And, laftly, he muft charge all 
this /fupidity on Plutarch, who is allowed to have 
perufed the original Letters of Brutus, and gives us 
extracts from them in fwo of his Lives; and, we 
may modeftly fuppofe, was not lefs careful in the 
execution of his work, to inform the world, than our 
Sophift was to deceive It. 

THe variations of lefs moment are, that the 
fentiments of Brutus’s original Letters to Cicero and 
Atticus have changed their places in the two Letters 
to the fame perfons, which are fill extant. This 
the Vindicator afferts to be nothing to my purpo/e 
fince thofe who follow fact and plain fenfe would make 
no other reflection upon it, but that Plutarch was ne- 
gligent and inaccurate [u]. Yes, another reflection 
is full as agreeable to plain fenfe, that a Sophift, in 
a Rhetorical effay, might transfer the fentiments of 
the original Letters, as it fuited his convenience ; 
and the reflection upon Plutarch’s negligence is con- 
futed by fad, and the very words of Brutus ; which 
plainly declare themfelves to have belonged toa 
Letter to Atticus; and yet the fentiment of them is 
now found in the Letter to Cicero, which is flill ex- 

tant (x). Again, Plutarch relates as a matter of 
fact, that Ofavius called Cicero his Father ; but the 
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[uw] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 22. 

[x] "EQ @ oPoden Besos aya- 
vaxlov ev Tos mers "Arlixoy tmsso- 
Aaic KAQH¥ATO 8 Kixéouroc, 
“© Sri dice Qébov Arluviz Seguméveoy 
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srcubeciav 7 maleios wectluv, ar- 
rd dXoarorny QiraOewro avle 
PAV Gd [AEV0G « Plut. in Cic. p. 883. 
Denique quod pulchersimum 
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fecifti ac facis in Antonio, vide 
ne convertatur a laude maximi 
animi ad opinionem formidinis. 
Nam fi OGavius tibi placet, a 
quo de noftra falute petendum 
fit ; non dominum fugiffe, fed 
amiciorem dominum quachffe v1- 
deberis, Ep. Brut. ad Cicer. 1. 
16, 
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fufpeéted Brutus writes the fame thing in his Let- 
ter to Atticus [y]. Laftly, Brutus in the original 
Letter charges Cicero with declaring in his Letters 
and Speeches, that ‘* Oéavius is a good natured 
«> man;”? but Brutus in the Letter till extant 
charges Aéticus with writing, that ‘* Antonius 1s a 
‘© good natured man [z].” I had indeed taken 
the liberty, upon Plutarch’s authority, to fuggeft 
an emendation of this paffage in the Letter, by 
changing the name Antonius, which is the reading 
of the Editions, into Oéfavius ; and to obferve far- 
ther, that, as the copy might be amended from the 
original, {o the original might be amended from the 
copy; and that Brutus thould fay in Plutarch, that 
‘© our Anceftors would never endure even their 
« Fatuers to be Mafters or Tyrants [@].” 
The vulgar reading of Antonius may be retained, if 
the Vindicator pleafes; for it was as eafy for the 
Sophitt to mifapply the facts, as it was to mifplace 
the fentiments of the Author from whom he was bor- 
rowing; and we fhail meet with many fuch caraca- 
tures of real Hiftory in his drawings, before we 
have done with him. But if my emendation is con- 
tradiltory to biftory, becaufe it does not appear that 
Atticus, to whofe Letter Brutus 7s bere anfwering, 
had any perfonal acquaintance or commerce with Octa- 


[y] Licet ergo Patrem ap- p. 994. Sed dominum, ne pa- 
pellet OGtavius Ciceronem. Ep. rentem quidem, majores noftri 


Brut ad Att. 1. 17. voluerunt efle. Ep. Brut. ad 
[x] Quam vis fit vir bonus, Att.i.17. The word walfexs 
ut feribis, Antonius. Ib. is written «eas in the MSS, and 


[a] 0; 38 wedyn0s, Qnoiv, n- might be eafily corrupted into 
pay got waléeas {vulg. acaxs| CCUG» 
OeowoT as UTeAsvoy. -Plut. in Brut. 
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vius ¢il] many years after [b|; the fame charge of 
contradiction to hiftory will lie againft the vulgar 
reading, which implies, that Atticus was touched 
with a particular compaffion for Antony’s deplored 
condition, when his affairs were thought quite defpe- 
rate; in which difpofition it was natural to mention 
him with fome tendernefs to Brutus [c]. Now we 
are told with the fame breath, that Atticus had giv- 
en an intimation in his Letter, to which Brutus is 
here anfwering, that Antony had recovered fome 
confiderable ftrength fince his flight from Modena, 
and that his affairs did not feem fo.de/perate as they 
were commonly imagined [{d|. For my part, I had fo 
favourable an opinion of the Sophift, who never 
gave us the characters of either Atticus or Brutus, 
as to think him incapable of making Aficus not 
only to be touched with a particular compaffion for 
Antony, when he had recovered fuch conjfiderable 
firengih, but to mention him (\et his condition be 
what it would) with fome tenderne/s to Brutus, 
Atticus indeed, though he had an intimacy with 
Cicero and the greateft friendfhip for Brutus, is yet 
celebrated by the Antients, and particularly by JVe- 
pos, for atting a moft generous part to Antony, and 
performing all manner of good offices to his wife and 
children at Rome, when it was unpopular and invt- 
dious to expres the leaft regard for him; but Nepos 
does not fay, that Atticus was ever touched with a 
particular compaffion for the perfon or interefts of 
Antony, or that he mentioned him with any tender- 
nefs either to Czcero or, brutus, On the contrary, 


[4] Mid. Ep. to Brut. p. 108. fe] Mid. ib. 
not, 19. (d] Mid. ib. p, 107. not. 18 


EeLis 
he 
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he conftantly approved of their moft vigorous mea- 
tures to opprefs him [e], and performed vood offices 
to his family at Rome, not out of particular friend- 
Joip to Antony, but out of a divine forefight, as Ne- 
pos calls it, ofa poffible turn of affairs [f]; and the 
fame principle, which excited his compaffion for An- 
tony’s family, would naturally make him cautious of 
mentioning him with tendernefs to Brutus. As to the 
other emendation ; the Vindicator makes Brutus 
expre{fs in a towering climax his refentment againtt 
Cicero, for ‘* declaring in his Letters and Speeches, 
** that Oéfavius was a good-natured man; whereas 
** our Anceftors, fays he, would not endure even a 
“* gentle, that is, a good-natured Mafter”? And 
this may be a fpecimen of his ability to admire the 
majefty of Brutus’s manner, and to take his hand to 
be fo clearly difcernible in the fufpeéted Letters. 

BuT the main contradiction between the origi- 
nal Letters of Brutus, which Plutarch had feen, and 
the /ufpected ones, which are /f7/] extant, is, that the 


[e] Cicero fent his fecond Pbi- 
Sippic to Atticus, with a permif- 
fion to publifh it or not, as he 
thought fit. Ep. ad Att. xv. 
13. Atticus both approved of 
the marter, and corrected the 
jiyle of it; but concerning the 
publication made an{wer, Ilo 
tempore opus eff, quod fuit, illis 
Triumviris; upon which Cicero 


cries out, Moriar, nift facete. - 


The wit of Atticus’s refletion 
turns upon M. utony and his 
two Brothers, Caius and Lucius, 
who might be called Trzumviri 
on a double account, as they a- 
lone had the joint adminifration 


of the public affairs, and.as each 
of them was the Hufband of 
three Wives, Atticus therefore 
fays, that for the publication of 
the {peech there is need of 
Juch a time as was (i.e. is not 
now, when all liberty is oppref- 
fed) and of fuch Triumviri, im 
the latter ferfe of the word, as 
are. Ib. xvi. 11. 

[f/] Secutum eft bellum ge- 
ftum apad Mutinam. In quo 
fi tantum.eum prudentemdicam, 
minus quam debeam_ praedi- 
cem; cum ille potius divinus 
fuerit, etc, Nep. in vit. Att. 
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former were written by Brutus while he continued in 
Italy ; the latter declare themfelves to have been 
written much later, when Brutus was in Macedonia: 
nay, the Letter to Atticus 1s fuppofed to acknow- 
ledge an intimation given by him, that Antony had 
recovered fome confiderable ftrength fince his fight from 
Modena, gathered up bis fcattered troops and joined 
with Ventidius [g]; and the date of the Letter to 
Cicero is placed a confiderable time after Offavius, 
by his demand of the Confulate, as well as by every o- 
ther flep, feemed to be entering into meafures to Op- 
prefs the Republic, and to revenge his Uncle’s death 
[4]. Here then being the great point of difference 
between us on this head, J muft maintain againft 
the Vindicator, that the original Letters, feen by 
Plutarch, were written by Brutus while he continued 
in Italy ; and this I fhall do, 1. From the matter 
of the extraéts which Plutarch gives us; 2°, From 
the context of Plutarch and from what he fays ex- 
prefsly concerning them; and, 3%, From the pro- 
bability of the thing itfelf. 

Tue extracts of the Letter to Cicero do plainly 
exprefs, ‘‘ that he was then afraid of a Mafter that 
hated him, 7. e. Antony; ‘* thatall his meafures tend- 
ed to procure an eafy fervitude, 7. e. under Odfavius; 
«© that he had a dread of a civil and dangerous war ; 
and * that he would demand, as a reward of di/poffe/- 
fing Antony, to make Ofavius'Tyrant in his ftead. 
The Vindicator had once rightly tranflated the laft 
paffage in thefe words [7]; but modeftly imaging, 
that few of his readers would take the pains to com- 


(g] Mid. Ep. of Cic. p. 107. [4] Ib. p. 180, not. 1. 
not. 18, [i] Mid. Pref. Diff. p..z1. 


pare 
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pare his tranflations, as ftill fewer might be difpofed 
to compare them with the Greek [£], he afterwards 
makes it declare, that Cicero demanded the reward 
of having difpoffeffed Antony of his. Tyranny [/] ; 
and confequently makes Brutus write at the fame 
time to Cicero, that he had already got the better of 
Antony in the civil war, and yet was in dread of a 
civil and dangerous war, becaufe he was afraid o 
Antony. — Again, the original Letter to Atticus, 
which Plutarch had feen, as plainly expreffes, that 
Cicero was paying obfervance to Octavius, through 
fear of Antony 5 and was procuring not the liberty 
of his Country, but a kind Mafter to himfelf. 
Bur I muft prefent to the reader a fpecimen of 
the Vindicator’s {kill in confuting all the objections of 
his Adverfary, that is, by pafling them by. Idid 
not, for brevity’s fake, infift on any one of thefe 
contents of Brutus’s original Letters, which are not 
by any means agreeable to the ideas of the Letters 
fill extant, and evidently carry up their date to a 
time when the civil war, ftriétly {peaking, was not 
fo much as commenced, and therefore when Antony 
was not pulled down, nor Ofavius fet up in his 
place: I contented myfclf with a fingle particular, 
which feemed to me to be decifive. Brutus, in his 
Letter to Cicero, fays, ‘** that, for hisown part, he had 
‘snot to this time made any determined refolution, 
‘* either to enter into war, or to fit {til] ; but he had 
** “made one refolution, not to be a Slave.”? This pal- 
fage, after all the foftenings of the Tranflator, or 
[A] Tor Ot “AMducy "EKBA- paw. Plut. in Brut. P- 994. 


AEIN 375 trupanidos picbdy as- (4) Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 44. 
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his miftakes of Plurarch’s Greek [m), can imply ho- 
thing lefs, than that <* Brutus had not yet enter- 
« ¢d into war, nor fignified by any overt-act 
«© or public declaration, that he certainly would.” 
This particular I maintain to be abfolutely incom- 
patible with the whole plan of the two fufpeéted Let- 
fers to Atticus and Cicero, in which #¢ 2s expre/sly 
delivered, that they were written from Macedonia, 
fome time after the battle of Modena [x]; that 1s, 
fome months after Brutus had entered into the war, 
and even after he had fent his public Letter to Romes 
giving a particular account of bis fucceffes in Mace- 
donia. , 
Anp here I might fafely reft my caufe, on the 
exprefs teftimony of one of Brutus’s Letters, ac- 
knowledged on all hands to be indifputably originals, 
but I may venture to go farther, and maintain the 
affertion, ‘* that it 1s not only manifeft from Plu- 
“< zarch’s context, but that Plutarch himfelf, by 
6¢ the Vindicator’s own confent, exprefsly declares, 
<< that the original Letters of Brutus, to which he 
cc yefers, were written before Brutus left Italy.” 
‘As to the Letter to Cicero ; Plutarch is as expres as 
if he had ‘told us in fo many words, that zf was 
critten before Brutas left Italy. For, after giving 
us the citations from the Letter, he immediately 
reflects upon them: ** Such,” fays he, ‘* .was Bru- 
“ forwardly into war, Nor awhol- 
aoryacty Becalws dddxbas, %* by to fit idle, bat had taken 
suave ew" can’ “ev pavov elves“ only this fingle refolution, 
BcCarcyprdvoy, TO [Lr Seacvew. Plut. ** not to live x Slave.” Mid. 
in Brut. p-994- “ Thatfor Pref. Difl.ip. 20. 
‘‘ his part, he had not sought (7) Mid. ibepeqs. 
“< groper as yet, either to enter . . 
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‘* tus in his firft Letters; nur Now people divid- 
“¢ ing into parties, and fome fiding with Cefar, 
*¢ the others with Aztony, and the forces being bar- 
‘* tered for on both fides for money, and bought, 
*¢ as at an auction, by the higheft bidder, Brutus, 
<¢ in abfolute defpair of affairs, TOOK THE RESO- 
‘© LUTION TO LEAVE Italy [e].” Then as to the 
Letter to Atticus, the Vindicator is as expre{s to 
the full, that the Letter to Cicero was CERTAINLY 
LATER than the other to Atticus [p]. It is therefore 
with very little reafon that he, efpecially, can tri- 
umph over the Critic’s negligence, to fay no wor/e of 
it, for affirming, that Plutarch expre/sly declares the 
original Letters to have been written defore Brutus 
left Italy [g], and with ftill lefs reafon he himfelf 
affirms, that in the cafe of neither Letter does Plu- 
tarch fay expre/sly, either when, or where they were 
written {r].— Nor has he better fuccefs with the con- 
text of Plutarch. With regard to-the Letter to Cz- 
cero again ; the context, he confeffes, feems to imply, 
that it was written by Brutus in Italy ; and, as far 
as we may guefs from the context, it was written in 
Italy [5] : and with regard to the Letter to Afiicus; 
though he is confident, that the context is fo far 
from fhewing it to be written while Brutus was im 
Italy, that, from the fatts and circumtances aunexed, 
it clearly fhews the contrary [t|; yet Ifay, that the 
fatts and circumftances immediately annexed clearly 


[0] Ev ply dy rails wmowrais & Brut. p.994. 
Tisornis ToeT0S 9 Bextos. "HAH [7] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 32. 


AE’ tray a) ws Katoapa, Twv Pe |g] 1b. D. 21. 
ws Abloyrav Ok cepuevav, — won ]o- [7] Ib. Pp: 32. 
Tar nblayyes TOY WExy AAT uy, ER {s]} Ib. 


yiw xdlarreiy Iraalev. Plut. in [7] Ib. Pp: 31. 
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foew, that it was written either while Brutus was in 
Italy, or while he was at a place, and ata time, 
which the Vindicator would not rather chufe ; that 
is, long before Brutus entered into the war, Yor 
Plutarch, having told us with what feverity Brutus 
expreffed himfelf againft Cicero in his Letters to 4- 
ticus, ‘* YET NOTWITHSTANDING, Or YET FOR 
“ att THIS [z],” fayshe, ** Brutus taking to him 
“© Cicero’s Son, who was purfuing his philofophical 
<< ftudies at Athens, gave him a command in his 
“¢ troops, and had great fuccefs by his means [x]. 
Whence it clearly appears, that Brutus’s Letter to 
Atticus was previous to his taking up Cicero’s Son 
at Athens; and it farther appears from hiftory, that 
young Cicero had a command in the army and con- 
tributed to the fucceffes in Macedonia, feveral months 
before the /u/peéted Letter to Atticus declares itfelf 
to be written [ y], 

AFTeR all, the Vindicator confeffes in effeét, 
that I rightly reprefented both the ¢ex¢ and the 
context of Plutarch, and is obliged to ufe the de- 
{perate expedient of diminifhing the Hiftorian’s aw- 
thority, which is pretended to be made the founda- 
tion of my hypothefis[z]. Now this {mall part of 
my hypothefis, which relates to Brutus’s original 
Letters, is not founded on the bare authority or ac- 
curacy of Plutarch, but chiefly on the very words 
of Brutus, which are produced in the two Lives of 
Cicero and- Brutus, However, it may not be amifs 


[z] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 29. (y] Legio, quam L. Pifo du- 

[x] ’OY MH'N "AAAA rivye cebat, legatus Antonii, Ciceroné 
quid TE Kiniewvos re) Bewtosy Cte fe filio meotradidit. Phil. x. 6. 
Plut. in Cic. p. 883. | [x] Mid. Pref, Dill: p. 23. 
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to examine the objections made to Plutarch ; and 
the rather becaufe we fhall have occafion to obferve, 
that thofe two Lives are at great variance with the 
Englifh Life of Cicero, in affigning the motives, 
and in relating the circumftances of feveral impor- 
tant tranfactions, efpecially where Cicero had the 
principal management. And it is remarkable, that 
the Vindicator particularly appeals to Plutarch’s 
Life of Cicero, for the truth of his round charge 
upon him of all the imaginable marks of negligence, 
inaccuracy, and want of due information [a}. 

I may well be excufed paying the leaft regard to 
the method, fo familiar to him, of /cientifically de- 
monftratinga point of mere faé, viz. that Plutarch’s 
Lives mujt needs be imperfect and fuperficial, becaule 
the attempt of writing the Lives of all the illujirious 
Greeks and Romans was above the ftrength of any 
fingle man, of what abilities and leifure foever [>]. 
What is further urged would be much more to the 
purpofe, were it exactly true; that Plutarch, as he 


himfelf tells us, was fo PERPETUALLY engaged in 


puBLIC BUSINESS, aid in giving lectures of Philofe- 
phy to the great men of Rome, that he had not time 
to make him/felf majfter of the Latin tongue, nor to ac- 
giire ANY OTHER knowledge of its words, than what 
he bad gradually learnt by a previous ufe and expe- 
rience of things [c]. Plutarch himfelf really tells us, 
‘¢ that he had generally lived in the retirement of 
<< his own city, and during the flays he made at 
<< Rome and in other parts of Italy was fo engaged 
«¢ in his Rhetorical exercifes and lectures of Phi- 


[a] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 24. [ce] Ib. Comp. Pref. to Life 
{J Ib. of Cic. p. 24, 
“< Jofophy, 
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“¢ Jofophy, that he had not time to make himfelf 
s* matter of the Latin tongue ; on which accounts, 
«* jt was late and when he was advanced in life that 
‘© be applied bimfelf to the ftudy of the Roman Lef- 
“¢ ters when he did not /o much acquire the know- 
«* ledge of things by the words, asof the words by a 
** previous uf ahd experience of things[d].”” Now 


the Life of Dema/thenes, 


in which he Fife this de- 


claration, was written immediately before his Life of 
Cicero; and thefe two Lives together being ori- 
ginally only the fifth book of Plutarch’s parallel 
Lives [e}, it is pretty plain, that he had acquired 
the knowledge of the Latin tongue before he en- 


gaged in the attempt of 


firious Greeks and Romans. 


writing the Lives of the illue 


Nor ts this in the leaft 


inconfiftent with what he declares in the fame place, 
** that he would draw the parallel between Demo- 
<© fbenes and Cicero with regard only to their gétions 
“and political adm riniftrations ; fince he was not a 

“* fufficient judge of their competition for the prize 


[a] "Ey Oo: ™ Pda 5 Tabs 
meer try Irani | SeclesG sGuss rr] aoe 
Ang eons Rwilied Probie aces Hy 
‘Papzinay Oraarexloy prod XPEIQN 
TIOAITIKON x5 twv dia Dircoo- 
icy mAnciacovlwy, etc, Plut. in 
Demofth, in init. The Dif- 
courfes,which the mafters made 
in their public auditories, were 
either Political or Philofophical. 
Traque quam in czrcu/um veniflet, 
in quo aut de Rep. difputaretur, 
aut de Philofophia fermo habere- 
tur, etc. Nep. in vit. Epam. 
The former were called Xgsias, 
concerning which fee Quintil. 


Tnft. Orat. l. 2. ch. Pie 


tarch’s Morals, in great mea- 
fure, confift partly of thefe 
Xezias, Or difcourfes on praGical 
or forenkle Thefes, and partly of 
Phi ‘ofophical difputations. Ne- 
que non mihi elt vero perquam 
fimile, quot hodie funt nobis in 
manibus Plutarchei commen- 
tarii et Philofophicae difputatio- 
nes, tot efle fere /cholas illius, 
quas Romae, quamdiu in ea con- 


fit habuit. Ruald. vit. Plut. 


he es 
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‘¢ of Eloquence, becaufe he wanted the leifure and 
‘ practice which were neceflary to form a juft tafte 
«© of the deauty, force, metaphorical proprieties, and 
‘ harmony of the Roman expreffion.”” In like man- 
ner, when he obferves in the Life of Cato the El- 
der, that his Eloquence fomewhat refembled his na- 
tural temper, being both pleafant and grave, affe- 
tionate and forcible, jocofe and fevere, moral and 
contentious; ** Whence,. fays he, I know not how 
‘< it comes to pafs, that fome liken his manner to 
«« that of the Orator Lyfias. But this I refer to 
*«< thofe who fhould be better able to diftinguifh the 
«¢ characters of Latin compofitions [ f].” 

As it does not appear from either of thefe decla- 
rations of Plutarch, that he was not fufficiently qua- 
lifted for a compiler of a Roman hiftory, for the want 
of a competent fill in the Latin tongue [g]3 fo the 
contrary plainly appears from his practice, and the 
ufe which he continually makes of the Latin Ora- 
tors and Hiftorians in all his Lives of the illuftrious 
Romans. And this is even confirmed by the one 
or two of his miftakes, which M. Secouffe, an inge- 
nious member of the French Academy, has taken 
notice of, as feeming to be derived from the equivocal 
fenfe of the Latin word, and Plutarch’s cmperfett 
knowledge of it [b]. The fame ingenious perfon has 


= 


A 


[/] Plut. in Cat. maj. p.340. 
Longinus, where he gives an ex- 
act “judgment of the differing 
characters of Demofthenes’s and 
Cicero’s eloquence, makes the 
fame confeflion concer ning him- 
felf: Ei nyaby ws “RAAno OY EDes 
Tuk Th yweones Wy LAAw THUTS 


wee Uy Mees ay oh dcb¥OV Esneivorlee 
De Sublim. § xii. 

[g] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 24. 

[4] Ibid. p. 25. M. Secoufi 
obterves, how juftly I fhall not 
now inquire, that Plutarch, in 
tran{cribing Lia, confounds 
Sutrium, a town fituate in £- 
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indeed exemplified his cenfure upon Plutarch by ma- 
ny inftances of his miftakes in hiftory from the Lives 
of Camillus, Lucullus, and Pompey. But I will 
venture however to fay, that thefe za/fances are nel. 
ther fo many, nor of fo great importance, as thofe 
inftances of the Vindicator’s miftakes arifing from 
his own imperfect knowledge, or elfe the corrupted 
readings of Cicero’s expreffion only, which were col- 
feted from his fingle Life of Cicero; and yet he 
himfelf has pronounced them to be of little or no 
moment, either to the general truth of the biftory, or 


the credit of the work {7}. 
Bur his cenfure upon Plutarch, being far more 


fevere and comprehenfive than that of M. Secouffe, 
ftands in great need of a more diftinct exemplifica- 
tion and ftronger evidences to fupport it. He fays 
then, that the mo/f decifive teftimony in the cafe ts 
that of Plutarch bimfelf, who confeffes the very fact 
that he affirms (k]. The fac affirmed 1s, that in 
Plutarch’s Lives, and efpecially the Lives of Cicero 
and Brutus (for thefe are the cafe, or the matter of 
our prefent difpute) we fee all the imaginable marks of 
negligence, inaccuracy, and want of due information. 
The confeffion of Plutarch therefore, which is fo de- 
cifive in the cafe, does not relate to the ca/e at all: 


truria, and allied to the Ro- 
mans, with Satria or Satricum, 
the name of a Romax colony in 
the country of the Vol/ci; and 
that Plutarch underftands Livy, 
where he fays of Camillus, 
“* occafionem juvandarum ra- 
«© tione virium trahendo bello 
‘« quaerebat,” concerning his 


health of body ; whereas Livy 
is thought to be fpeaking of 
the condition of his army. Hitt. 
de L’Academ. Royal. Des In- 
fcript. tom. §.p. 173,4. Conf. 
Liv, 1 Ge. 22035 ter Plute in 
Camill. p. 148, 9. 
[7] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 124. 
[4] Ib. p. 25. 
For 
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For whatever it is, Plutarch himfelf exprefsly re- 
{trains it to the Lives of Mexander and Cefar, which 
made one diftinét ook or volume of his parallel 
Lives; and the reafon he affigns for it 1s, the multi- 
tude of aétions, which belonged to the fubjects of 
thofe Two Lives in particular {/]. Thus the Vin- 
dicator’s notable clue, by which he would conduét 
us through all the inextricable confufion and inac- 
curacy of Plutarch’s Lives, is broken at once. For 
by the help of it he can unravel the manner that we 
might expect from his own account to be purfued in 
the Life of Cicero [m]; and immediately takes to 
himfelf the honour of difcovering a maxim, which 
Plutarch conftantly purfued, and of which there are 
infinite examples in ALL thofe Lives [x]. 

Hrs reafoning is not lefs faulty in laying down 
falfe premiffes, than in drawing a conclufion fo much 
larger than the premiffes. Can it well be imagined, 
that Plutarch fhould confefs his negligence, inaccu- 
racy, or want of due information, even in the Lives 
of Alexander and Cefar ? All he does, in fa&, con- 
fefs, though he ought indeed to have confeffed in a 
language better underftood, is, that he would in- 
treat the reader not to find fault, ** if I do not,’ 
fays he, * give a relation of all their actions, nor 
“ even of their moft celebrated ones, /everally and 
‘¢ elaborately, but fummarily for the moft part [0].” 


(J Tov AAs skavdeu T3 Baoirews 
Biov «7; T2 Kaicagos— iy TETW Tw 
BiGriw ryecePorles, dad rd wanbos 
Tw varoxesecvury TeaEEWY, goty GA- 
no TQOE CB AEY, etc. Piut. in A- 
lex. init. 


(w] Mid, Pref. Dill, p. 30. _ 


(7] Ib. Pp: 26. 

[0] —tav pr wate, wane xa 
Exasoy ELereyaopivus Th Tay meee 
Bontwy amalysrrwper, “Ar éars- 
réavorles Ta ASA, Plut. in 
Demoft. init. ‘‘ If I do not de- 
‘¢ fcribe all their celebrated acts, 
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Here is not a word of his overlooking their moft cé- 
lebrated aétions, or of treating them in a fught way, 
and without any kind of accuracy [p]; much lefs of 
his treating them without any regard to time or or- 
der [q]: all which the Confeffor, through the ex- 
cefs of his zeal, will force into Plutarch’s confef- 
fion, and publifh to the world, that this is as Plu- 
tarch him/felf profeffes; nothing more in effect, than 
what he bimfelf bas declared, and what we might 
expect from bis own account of the defign and method, 
which be purfued in that work [r]. 

Tuts moft decifive teftimony then muft itfelf be 
fupported by one or two examples from the Life of 
Cicero, As to the latter example, which the Vindi- 
cator alledges, and declares to be ¢he more gla- 
ring proof of Plutarch’s negligent manner [5s]; fince 
he has not thought fit to diftinguifh any inftance 
of buddling over the great events of hiftory, without 
any regard to time or order, I can eafily prefume, 
that there is nothing greatly amifs, and-fhall only 
obferve on this head, that I have found out a more 
certain maxim, which Plutarch conftantly pur fued, 
and of which there are infinite examples in all bis 
Lives. For Plutarch, writing the Lives of many 
illuftrious perfons of the fame. age and country, who 
were likewife concerned in a Fa of the fame e- 
vents and affairs, fuch as Craffus, Pompey, Cafar, 
Caio, Cicero, Antony, and Brutus; it was neceffary 
in every fingle Life to feleét the circumftances, 


“© nor even the particular ones, [p] Ib. p. 26. 

*“ with any exactnefs; but cut [¢} Ib. p. 30. 

“‘ fhort the greateft part of [rj Ib. p. 26, 30. 
“them.” Aid. Pref. Diff. p.25. [s} Ib. p. 
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of give but a /ummary account of many great events, 
which were common to them all, and to be fo full 
of the apopthegms, jefts, and whatever elfe was pro- 
perly charaéeriftic of his feveral Heroes; but the 
quality of fuch an undertaking muft require a pre- 
meditated and well-digefted plan, and an accurate 
and extenfive view of things; fo far is it from 
being a glaring proof of a negligent manner, or 2 
neceffary caufe of treating things without any regard 
to time or order. This obfervation we fhall have an 
immediate occafion to apply. 
Tue Vindicator’s other example deferves our 
confideration, as it properly relates to the prefene 
fubjeét. He introduces it with premifing, that P/a- 
tarch had been giving an account of Cicero’s returm 
to Rome from his intended voyage to Greece, and of 
the open quarrel, which then firft broke out between 
bim and Antony [#]; but he quickly tells us in ef- 
fe& from Plutarch, that no open quarrel broke out 
even then; for he makes him only fay, that from 
this time, whenever they met, they paffed by each other 
without any mark of refpect. fhould be glad to 
‘know how often they met and paffed by each other 
after this time. But as to Plutarch; he rather fays, 
<¢ That in this manner they continued afterwards, 
‘© marching againft one another without coming to 
«¢ blows, and obferving one another’s motions 3 
<< till young Ofavius, having come from Apollonia, 
‘© took poffeffion of the inheritance of his Uncle 
*¢ Gefar, and entered into a controverfy with dn- 
* tony about 2500-Myriads, which he detained of 


fe] Mid. Pref. Dif. p. 27- 
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“¢ that eftate. Upon which, Philippus, who had 


‘¢ married Odfavius’s mother, and Marcellus, who 
“¢ had married his fifter, bringing the young man 
«* with them to Cicero, made an agreement with 
‘¢ him, that Cicero fhould afift Ofavius with the 
‘¢ power of his eloquence and intereft, both in the 
<¢ Senate and with the people ; and that Ofavius 
** fhould afford Cicero the protection of his money 
<¢ and troops. For the Youth had got about him a 
** confiderable number of veterans, who ferved un- 
“* der Cefar, and Cicero feemed very willing to 
*¢ embrace his friendfhip [].” 

Yue firft particular, which is fixed upon among 
all the proofs of neghgence and inaccuracy, that a 
writer could pofibly give within fo fmall a compas, 
is, that in opening the grounds of Cicero’s breach 
with Antony Plutarch fays not a fyllable of Cicero’s 
firft Philippic, which was fpoken at that very time, 
and was the foundation of that breach [x]. It is 
allowed to the Vindicator, that he has improved 
upon Plutarch, in giving us fo much of Cicero's 
Philippics ; but Plutarch is the more happy Hitto- 
rian in opening the grounds of Cicero’s breach with 
Antony, and epens them fo well as to fhew, that 
the firft Philippic was rather the fuperftructure than 
the foundation of that breach. He had juft ob- 
ferved, that their mutual jealoufies were of a much 
higher date, and fubfifted, in fome meafure, even 


[uw] Kai 73 Aosroy erws aevl- cargos ixeive, etc. Plut. in Cic. 
qropeLsevles arpiua x) Pudratlonsvos p- 883.——till young O@avius 
Ovetérur’ dxpss & Katong 6b véog 8& arriving from Apollonia— Mid. 
"AmodAwvsasT1APACTENOMENOS, Pref. Diff. p-27. 
ror re xAnpor avsdééalo te Kai- [x] Mid. ib. p.28. 
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before Cefar’s death [yy]; upon which event, <n- 
tony’s great power alarmed all the friends of liber- 
ty, but immediately became formidable to Cicero in 
particular, and was the real motive of his defiring to 
make the voyage in quality of Dolabella’s Lieutenant. 
This is all perfectly agreeable to the reprefentation of 
the Letters to Atticus, from which it is evident, that 
Cicero was perfuaded of Antony’s defigns upon his 
life; and on that very account, refolved upon his 
voyage a little while after Ce/ar’s death [z]. Nay, 
the Vindicator himfelf, to ferve another turn, can 
tell us, that Cicero, from the moment of Czefar’s 
death, conftantly urged Brutus to vigorous meafures, 
and not to truft to Antony, who would promife every 
thing and perform nothing (a]: and this Cicero him- 
felf declared in a publick Affembly at the very 
time of Czfar’s death [4]. We could derive their 
jealoufies from an higher fountain ftill, from a fe- 
ries of Antony’s perfonal indignities to Cicero long 
before; but I fhould not mention facts fo common- 
ly known, were it not to fhew what a compliment 
is paid to the Englifo reader, when he is told, that 
even till Brutus left Italy, Cicero chofe to keep up 
a foew of friendbip and fair correfpondence with 
Antony, and that Antony likewife obferved the fame 


Ty} Kat we th xab meotorne- 
uev vmorpias avloss mEcs GAATALS- 
Plut. in Cic. p. 882. 

” [<] Ep. ad Att. xiv. 7. Conf. 
xv. 11. Proficifcor, ut conftitue- 
ram,/egatus in Graeciam? Caedis 
impendentis periculum nonnihil 
vitare videor. xiv.13. Dolabellae 
mandata fint quelibet. —Genus 
illud interitus, qua caufa curfus 


eft, foedum duces, et quafi de- 
nuntiatum nobis ab Antonio. 
S20. 
[a] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 67. 
[4] Dicebam illis inCapitolio 
Jiberatoribus noftris,———quoad 
metueres, ‘omnia te promiffu- 
rum ; fimul ac timere defiiffes, 
fimilem te faturom tui. Phil. 
il. 35. 
forms 
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forms of civility on bis part {c]. As to the inftance 
alledged, of M4. Antony’s complaifance, in defring 
Cicero’s confent to the reftoration of S. Clodius from 
exile [d]; it is related ina Letter dated pr. 26, 
and Cicero was well aware even fo foon after the 
Ides of March, that Aatony would ac as arbitrarily 
in reftoring, S. Clodius, as he did in every thing elfe ; 
and would little regard whether he obtained Czce- 
ro’s confent to it or not{e]. The other inftance 
of Antony’s Brother Lucius’s writing particularly to 
Cicero, to free him from any apprebenjions of Anto- 
ny’s foldiers [f], gives Cicero the occafion to com- 
plain of the mifery of the times after Caclar’s death 
and bow much they endured, and were like to endure, 
from Antony [g]; and Cicero continues in his ap- 
prebenfions, notwithftanding the civility of Lucius’s 
Letter, that he might be marching the /oldiers to 
his Tufculum [hb]. But I had fo great a regard for 
the Author of the divine eloquence of the Phi/ippic 
Orations, that I could never prevail upon myfelf to 
expofe Cicero’s complaifance to Antony, in relation 
to Atticus’s bufinefs, and the reftoration of S. Clodzs 
from exile [i]; and fince for feveral prudential rea- 


lanum venerit. Ep. ad Att. xv. 


[c] Mid. Pref. Difl. p. 37. 

[d] Ib. p. 38. 

fe] Ego autem Antonio fa- 
cillimum me praebui. Etenim 
ille, quoniam femel induxit a- 
nimum fibi licere quad vellet, 
fecifet nihilominus me invite. 
Ep. ad Att. xiv. 13. 

(f] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 38. 

[g] Tb. Pp. 53- 

[4] Habeo unum beneficium : 


alterum fortafle, ni in Tufcu- 


83 

(7] He tells Antony; Cum 
te femper amavi, primum tuo 
ftudio, tum his temporibus 
Refpublica te mihi ita commen- 
davit, ut cariorem habeam ne- 
minem. Whereas he tells 4?- 
ticus, at the very fame time; 
Redeo—ad miferam, {eu nullam 
potius Rempublicam. M. An- 
tonius ad me fciipfit de réfitu- 


fons 
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fons he chofe to keep up a foew of friendfbip and fair 
corre/pondence with Antony [k], and therefore his 
complaifance might rife in proportion to his fears ; 
we will pafs it over as filently as we can. . 
PLUTARCA then rightly affigns the chief oc- 
cafion of Cicero’s intended voyage; and as the Vin- 
. dicator confirms his account, in faying ¢hat Cicero 
was fo little pleafed with Antony at this time, that 
he took a refolution of making a voyage to Greece [/] 5 
fo he happily agrees with him in telling us farther, 
that Cicero being driven back by contrary winds to 


Rhegium, and meeting there with fome frefh intelli-- 


gence from Rome of a change of di/pofition in Antony 
to meafures of peace, be dropt all farther thoughts of 
the voyage, and turned back towards Rome [m], 
But here is the material difference between the two 
Biographers: the Englifh one relates, that Cicero, 
upon bis arrival at Rome, found bis hopes fruftrated 
[~]; whereas the Greek one is agreeable to known 
fact, and even countenanced by Cicero’s own Ora- 
tions, in relating that Cicero would not make his 
appearance in the Senate the day after he arrived, 


pretending indifpofition from his journey, but real-- 


ly becaufe he’ had received information on the way 
of dntony’s fecret attempts againft his life. Autony, 
being incenfed at the imputation, was fending fol- 
diers, or fervants of the Public, either to bring him 


tione S. Clodii. Ep. ad Att. xv. 1. 

xiv. 13, et feqg. Again, as. to [4] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 37. 
Atticuss bufinefs, he fays, Cum [7] Ib. p. 38. 

_Antonio—fic agemus, ut per{pi- {m#] Ib. p.39. Conf. Plut: 
ciat, fi in eo negotio nobis {a- in Cic. p. 882. 

tisfecerit, totum me futurum fuum. {z] Pref. Diff ib. 
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to the Senate by force, or to fet fire to his houfe [nm] 3 

but taking only his pledges of good behaviour, he for- 

bore, or was quiet fortheprefent: and ‘* in this man- 
ner,” fays Plutarch, ‘* they continued afterwards 
<¢ marching againft one another without coming to 
‘< blows, and obferving oneanother’s motions.” hus 
it appears, that there was quarrel enough between 
them before the frft Philippic ; which Plutarch in- 
deed does not formally mention, but he plainly al- 
ludes to it, and defcribes with great propriety and a 
very expreffive concifenefs the way in which their 
hoftilities were carried on from the period of Czce- 
ros returning back to Rome. For Antony gave the 
challenge in the Senate on the jirff of September 
when Cicero would not come; and Czcero took the 
Geld there the next day and {poke the fit Philippic, 
when Antony was gone. Antony repeated his chal- 
lenge and anfwered this Phzlippic on the nineteenth 
of the fame month, when Cicere again was difluaded 
from venturing to the Senate [0]. Then Czcere 
confulted with his friends, whether he fhould ftrike 
up a ¢ruce, or make an open reply in the fame af- 
fembly [p]; but contented himfelf with writing his 
fecond Pbilippic, which was to be kept clofe up as 
long as Antony continued in power, nor did ap- 


[7] Cumque de via lan- [0] Cum is dies,. quo me ad- 
guerem, et mihimet difplicerem, e/e jufferat, quo die, fi per 
mifi pro amicitia, qui hoc ei di- amicos mihi cupienti in Sena- 
ceret, Atille, vobis audienti- tum venire licuiflet, caedis ini- 
bus, cum fzbris [publicis ope- tium feciflet a me. Phil. v. 7. 
ris] fe domum meam venturam (p] Inducias, quas {cribis, non 
efle dixit. Phil. i. 5. —TFa-  intelligo fiers poffe. Melior eft 
aveth@urneia, gua me. ufurum 


bros fe mifurum et domum 
meam difturbaturum efle dixit. arbitror. Ep. ad Att. xv. 13. 
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pear abroad till upwards of three months after- 
wards [vy]. And we find Antony in the mean time 
holding an affembly of the Senate, when Cicero did 
not think fit to face him upon the fpot [s]. 

Tue Vindicator proceeds to huddle over other 
proofs of Plutarch’s negligence and inaccuracy, in 
making Oéfavius’s arrival from Apollonia to happen 
after Cicero’s rupture with Antony, which is till 
faid to have been in the beginning of September ; and 
in reprefenting the agreement between Cicero and 
Odfavius as concluded at their firft meeting, and at 
Rome [4]. But thefe are proofs, not of Plutarch’s, 
but his Accufer’s negligence. For Plutarch does not 
fo much as fay that this agreement was concluded at 
Rome, much lefs that it was concluded at the fir 
meeting of Cicero and Oéfavius ; and concerning Oa- 
vius’s arrival from Apollonia, he only fays, that it 
‘* was before he took poffeffion of the inheritance 
‘¢ of his Uncle Cz/ar.” But as this is no proof of 
Plutarch’s negligence, fo it is an eminent inftance of 
the maxim which Plutarch conftantly purfued in all 
his Lives. For in one of his Lives he relates, that 
Ogfavius came from Apollonia towards Rome as {oon 
as ever he received the information of his Uncle’s 
death [~%]; and in another of his Lives he makes 
Oéfavius’s arrival at Rome to happen at the period 
that the Accufer does, when he purfued bis claim 


[r] Utinam eum diem vi- Convenerunt corrogati, et 
deam, cum ifta Oratio ita libere quidemampli quidam homines, 
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vagetur, ut etiam in Sicae do- 
mum introeat. Ep.ad Att. xvi. 
11. Comp. Life of Cic. vy. ii. 


CEE EES Reet , 
[s} Ina.d. iv. Kal. Dec. di- 
ftulit : adeffe in Capitolio juffit. 


fed immemores dignitatis fuae. 
Phil. ni. 8. 
[¢] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 28, 9. 
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to Cafar’s eftate, as bis heir and adopted Son, and 
feems to have placed Caefar’s golden chair in the Thea- 
tre,€Sc{x]. As Ofavius had fome interviews in the 
country with Cicero, before his own arrival at Rome, 
and purfued his claim. to Czefar’s eftate, &c. before 
Cicero entered on his voyage to Greece; fo his con- 
troverfy with Aztony about that eftate gave occa- 
fion to the propofal made to Cicero, fome time af- 
ter he returned from his voyage and fpoke his fir 
Philippic: and this is all that Plutarch’s text either 
does exprefs or can be underftood to imply. 

But Plutarch’s relation of the agreement between 
Cicero and Oéfavius, being what the Vindicator ex- 
erts all his powers of rhetoric and reafoning to con- 
fute, mutt not be paffed over with fo little ceremo- 
ny. The amount of it is, ‘¢ that upon O¢favius’s 
“© controverfy with Aztony about the 2500 Myriads, 
‘© which were detained of his Uncle’s eftate, the a- 
‘< oreement was made by Philippus and Marcellus, 
<¢ that Cicero fhould affift Ofavius with his elo- 
‘¢ quence and intereft, and O¢favius protect Cicero 
<< with his money. and troops.”? Oéfavius’s claim 
of fucceffion to his Uncle’s private eftate, as his heir 
and adopted Son, was of itfelf matter only of per- 
fonal conteft between him and Astony, who detain- 
ed that eftate from him ; but by natural confequence 
and Oéfavius’s artful improvements, it became a 
matter of more extenfive concern, and engaged the 
expectations and divided the affections of all the 
confiderable parties of the Republic at this time. 
In the firft place, it was joined with the fucceffion 


fx} Comp. Plut. in Ant. p. g2z. and Mid. Pref, Diff, p. 35, 6. 
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to the mame of Cefar, which was looked upon by the 
Chiefs of the Ce/arean party as an earneft of the 
continuance of the public fettlement made by Cz/ar 
in the perfon of Oéfavius, and on the fame account 
it was always fufpected by the more difcerning Re- 
publicans. In the next place, it gave him the plau- 
fible occafion of being a diftinguifhed affertor of Ce- 
far’s acts, and of the full execution of all his be- 
quefts ; by which means he drew upon himfelf the 
eyes of all the Veterans, the military force of the 
Empire, and interefted the whole populace of Rome 
in his caufe; fince it was the common caufe of all 
who were expecting with impatience the effect of 
Cefar’s liberality [y]. Oéfavius had the addrefs to 
improve thefe opportunities to the beft advantage, 
and made it the grand object of his meafures to place 
himfelf at the head of the Ce/arean intereft ; and 
accordingly he very early affumed and particularly 
affected the character of a Revenger of Czfar’s mur- 
der [a], and profeffed himfelf a candidate of the ex- 
traordinary honours, as well as of the inheritance 
and name of his Father [2]. It was from this view 
of the general tenor of his conduct, fupported by 
notorious facts, that I afferted againft the Vindica- 


[y] Populo hortos circa Ti- caedis abfentes deferre ‘ ftatuit. 
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berim publice, et viritim trece- 
nos feftertios legavit. Suet. in 
Caef. c. 83. 

{a} Omnium bellorum initi- 
um et caufam hinc fumpfit, ni- 
hil convenientius ducens quam 
necem avunculi vindicare tueri- 
que acta. Confeftim ut Apollo- 
nia rediit, Brutum, Cafliumque 
et vi, nec-—opinantes, et, quia 
praevifum periculum fubterfu- 
gerant, legibus aggredi reofque 


Ib. in Aug. c..10. Conf. Ap- 
pian. De bell. civ. p 534. 
-patiens vocarl 

Caefaris ultor. 

Hor. Carm. 1.2. 

[6] At guae concio ?) nam 
eft miffa mihi. Jurat sta /be 
parentis bonores confequi liceat : 
et fimul dextram intendit ad 
ftatuam. ~~ Myo? cubein» vareys 
ToeTH. Ep. ad Att. xvi. 15. 
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tor (who, agreeably to the reprefentation of the /u- 
{pected Letters,made O¢favius firtt form the plan of bis 
power at the vittory before Modena [6]) that <* there 
‘© were fubftantial reafons for fufpecting the am- 
«¢ bitious defigns of Oéfavius long before that 
ole eLes 
He has fince deferted the defence of this part of 
his hypothefis; but is furprized, that a man, who 
has made any ftudy of the Epiftles to Atticus, can 
declare an opinion, that Brutus, before he left Italy, 
could have as fubjtantial reafons for cenfuring Cicero’s 
inconfiderate rafhne/s in making Octavius fo great [d] 5 
in fupport of which opinion | produced not only the 
teftimonies of Brutus himfelf and of Plutarch; but 
feveral paflages of the Epiftles to Atticus, The Vin- 
dicator does not attempt to throw any new light up- 
on.thefe paffages, but roundly affirms, upon the 
credit, of the Epiftles, that from the firft interview 
between Cicero and O€tavius, after his arrival from 
Apollonia, though Octavius paid all imaginable court 
ta Cicero, and follicited him afterwards by letters 
and meffages, to take his affairs under bis protection ; 
yet Cicero conflantly declined it, and would not enter 
into any agreement with him, till the November fol- 
lowing, when it was brought about by the mediation 
of Oppius [¢]. Before we join iffue upon this head, 
[ will mention a faé&t from the fame fruitful page of 
Plutarch, who, after relating that Cicero feemed 
very willing to embrace Octavius’s friend/hip, tells 
us what the current or declared reafons of it were, 


[2] Life of Cic. v. il. p. 436. [d] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 33. 
{c] Ep. ad C, Middlet, _p. [e], Ib. p. 29. 
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viz. that Cicero was many years before prefented in 
a dream with the vifage ofa little boy, under whofe 
command an end fhould be put to the civil war be- 
tween Czfar and Pompey; that he recognized the 
refemblance in the perfon of young Oéavius, when 
he happened to fee him among his play-fellows for 
the firtt time; and that he thence contraéted an 
early fondnefs for, and familiarity with the child, 
who was farther recommended by his having been 
born in the year of Cicero’s confulfhip. Since the Vin- 
dicator, in his Life of Cicero, takes every opportu- 
nity of obferving, that it is contrary to the philofo- 
phy of Cicero and all the men of fenfe in his time, 
concerning Dreams and Divinations, to pay any 
great regard to fo flight an occurrence; I am con. 
tent with infifting only, that Cicero might, as the 
Hiftory intimates, make ufe of thefe pretences in 
public, or tohis friends ; or that Plutarch and other 
grave Hiftorians, particularly Suetonius [ f], might 
find fome fuch tradition the more eafily prevail, in 
order to account for the marvellous eagerne{s which 
Cicero fhewed in efpoufing the interefts of Octavius 
afterwards, 

Tuts eagerne/s may be carried up as high as the 
firft moment of Octavius’; landing at Naples; when 
if, on the one hand, Octavius paid all imaginable court 
to Cicero, ’tis certain, on the other, that Cicero was as 
willing to embrace his friendbip. Octavius landed on 
the 18¢b of April, and his agent Balbus, the prime 
minifter to old Cefar for city-affairs, waited on 
him next morning, and acquainted Cicero the fame 


(f] Suet. in Aug.c.94. Conf. Dion. Hift. Rom. p, 270. 
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day with his refolution of afferting againft Aatony 
his right of fucceffion to Cz/ar’s eftate [gz]. In two 
days time Balbus is again with Cicero, who was now 
informed, that Ogfavius was intirely at bis devotion 
[4]; and a fragment of Crcero’s Letter, cited from 
the firft book of his Letters to Oéfavius, fays, 
«© What regard I have for Balbus, and how intire- 
se Jy J have devoted myfelf to him, you may learn 
«© from himfelf [7]. At their fifi imterview, 
which began before pri] 22, and was of fome 
continuance, Octavius treated Cicero with the great- 
eft refpect and friendbip: but here Cicero firft Jearnt, 
that he pretended to the Name as well as the Effate 
of Cefar. By this name Pdilippus, his Father-in- 
law, who always fufpected his ambitious defigns, 
would not addrefs him ; and becaufe Philippus did 
not, neither did Cicero [k]. Here likewife from 
*‘ than Czcero to a ftranger?” 
Ep. ad Brutraitrys tiiere the 
Dr. remarks, ‘‘ that Brutus 
** does not feem to have been 
“© exactly informed of the tranf- 


“* actions at Rome, by charging 
“* Cicero with a greater for- 


fe] Ep.ad Att. xiv. ro. 
{4} Hic mecum Balbus. 
Modo venit O€tavius,et quidem 
in proximam villam Philippi, mz- 
hi totus deditus. Ib. Ep. 11. 
[7] M. Tull. Ep. ad Caefa- 
rem, lib. 1. Balbum quanti fa- 
clam, quamque ei me fotum di- wardnefs in decreeing ho- 
caverim, ex ipfo fcies. Non.in ‘* nours to Ofavius, than even 
voc. Dicare. Conf. in voc. Ofi- ‘* his Father-in-law approved ; 
nid. ‘* fince,’as we fhall find from a 
[A] Sui Cae/arem faluta- ‘* following [fufpeéted] Letter, 
bant; Philippus non; ztaguene ‘* befidesthe honours mention- 
nos quidem. Ep.ad Att. xiv. ‘* ed above, which Cicero de- 
12. Conf. Ep. 11. The /u- ** creed, Philippus decreed the 
fpecied Brutus feems to allude ‘* additional honour of a Statue 
to this paflage, when he fays ‘* inthe Roftra.’ Mid. Ep. of 
to Atticus,  ‘* How much Cic, p.107.not. 17. But it ap- 


<< better does Philippus feem to 
“< underftand thofe fubjects, who 
‘‘ was more referved in his 
** conceffions to a Son-in-law, 


pears from the fo/lowing {ufpect- 
ed Letter ( Mid. ib.p. 153.) that 
Brutus mutt have been exa&ly 
informed of this tranfaétion of ae 
the 
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the number of Cezfareans about Offavius’s perfon 
(and the cafe would be {till worfe, when he got a- 
mong the Veterans at Rome) Cicero formed his con- 
yectures, that ** he fhould have little to do in the 
‘¢ management of affairs [/]:’? and was fo little 
pleafed either with Antony, his mortal enemy, or 
with Octavius, whofe mind was fixed on greater 
purfuits, that finding himfelf difappointed in his 
eagernefs to embrace Offavius at this time, he took a 
refolution of making a voyage to Greece[m]. Oéfa- 
vius’s behaviour at Rome was covered with the thin 
difguife of keeping up a fair correfpondence with 
the Senate and Republicans, but declared by every 
fact, that he was Antony’s rival for the Ce/arean in- 
tereft; as Antony’s treatment of him was a plain in- 
dication of his jealoufies on that head. The poli- 
tical judgment, which Cicero made on the merits 
of that competition, and of Oavius’s difpofition to- 
wards the Public and himfelf in particular, he thus 
expreffes to ¢ticus in the laft Letter, which men- 
tions O¢favius, before his intended voyage. ‘* Oé7a- 


= ©. FI9 8 fo Ryo 5 ee as 


lippus, had he really moved for 
the additional honour of the Sta- 
tue. For the Statue was decreed 
either together with the honours 
of Propraetor, Sc. mentioned a- 
bove, which Cicero moved for, or 
before them. Eam [Caefarem] 
fenatus Aonoratum equeftri fta- 
tua, quae hodieque in Roftris 
pofita aetatem ejus fcriptura in- 
dicat, Propraetorem — bel- 
lum cum Antonio gerere juflit. 
Patére..li.2., c,{612 And ithe 
JSufpe&ed Brutus is here reproach- 
sng Cicero many months after, 


for the firft-public meafures that 
Cicero entered into with relation 
to Ottavius, Mid. Pref. Dif. 
P- 43. 

[/] —— Nego poffe bonum 
civem, ita multi circumftant, 
qui quidem noftris mortem mi- 
nitantur. Quid cenfes, cum 
Romam puer venerit, ubi noftri 
liberatores tuti efle non pofiunt? 
qui quidem femper erunt clari. 
——Sed nos, nifi me fallit, ja- 
cebimus; itaque exireaveo. Ep. 
ad Att. xiv. 12. 

[mw] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 38. 
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‘* vianus,” fays he, ** as I clearly faw, has parts 
<< and fpirit enough, and feemed to be affected aswe 
<< could wifh towards our Heroes ; but how far we 
<< may truft his age, name, fucceffion, education, is 
“¢ matter of great deliberation. His Father-in-law 
“© thinks we ought not to truft him at all. But yet 
<< he muft be fupported, and, though we do nothing 
“¢ more, be muft be kept at a diftance from Antony. 
<< Jt is well, if Marcellus is his Praeceptor (if our 
“© friends are Praceptors to him, who is ours in his 
‘<< own difpofition) to whom he feemed to be much 
<¢ devoted ; but to have no confidence in Pan/a and 
“ Flirtius. He is naturally well difpofed, 1f it does 
<¢ but hold [#].” 

Tus profeffed judgment of Cicero, that Octa- 
vius muft be fet up for the pulling down Antony at 
leaft, is not only exprefsly declared by Plutarch, and 
charged upon him by Bratus in his Letters, but 
actually put in execution by himfelf, when, after 
his return to Rome, he begins to refume his public 
charaéter and openly act a part in the adminiftra- 
tion of affairs; and there are many circumftantial 
evidences of an agreement being made, at the very 
time when Plutarch fays it was, ‘* that Czcero 
«© fhould affift Oavius in his civil controverfy with 
“© Antony by his eloquence and intereft in the Senate 
‘¢ and with the people ; and that Offavius fhould 
“© protect Cicero with his money and troops.” The 
month of September was the crifis of Czcero’s open 
hoftilities with Aztony ; and though the Vindicator 
relates, that Antony left Rome about the end of Se- 


[x] Ep. ad Att. xv. 12. 
ptember 
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ptember [0], yet we find him, after the beginning of 
Oétober, in the heat of his controverfy with Oéfavius, 
who fpoke to the people, being produced into the 


Rofira by the Lribune Canutzus [p}. 


Cicero was 


aceufed by Antony’s party of being the contriver of 
Canutius’s whole management [g]; and as the like- 
nefs of their circumftance, in perpetually inveigh- 
ing againft Antony, gave Paterculus an occafion of 
comparing the characters of their Eloquence [7], 
fo their alliance in fupport of Oéfavius was chiefly 
influenced by their common hatred to Axtony [5]. 
About the fame time ** Ofavius formed a defign 
“< again{t Antony’s life, and actually provided cer- 
‘*¢ tain flaves to affaffinate him; who were difco- 
** covered and feized with their poignards in Ay- 
‘* tony’s houfe.— The ftory was fuppofed by ma- 
“‘ ny to be forged by Antony, to juftify his treat- 
‘“« ment of Ofavius and his depriving him of the e- 


[o] Life of Cicero, v. ii. p. 
S28. 

(p] Itaque dixit Non. Ofa- 
vius, productus in concionem a 
Canutio. Turpiflime ille [4z- 
tonius| quidem difceflit: fed ta- 
men ea dixit de confervatoribus 
patriae, quae dici deberent de 
proditoribus. Ep.Fam. xii. 3. 
‘The vulgar reading is, Itaque 
a. d. fext. non. Octob. Pi- 
ghius firtt reftored Ofavius, 
which name is manifeftly re- 
quired by the fenfe ; and that 
the z//e refers to Antony appears 
farther from Ep. 23. Cum 
in concione dicere aufus fir An- 
tonius, Canutium apudeos fibi 
locum quaerere, quibus fe falvo 
locus in civitate efle non pofiet, 


[g] De me quidem non dubi- 
tanter, quin omnia de meo con- 
filio Canutius faceret. Ep. 
Fam. xii. 3. — Tiberium Ca- 
nutium, a quo erat honeftiffimis 
contentionibus et faepe et jure 
vexatus, aditu  prohibere 
Capitolit. Phil. iii. 9. 

[r] M. Tullius continuis a- 
€tionibus aeternas Antonii me- 
moriae inuffit notas, fed hic ful- 
gentiffimo et coelefti ore ; at 
‘Tribunus Canutius continua ra- 
bie lacerabat Antonium. 
tere: hiat cGy 

[s] Keeprsriog 6 Ari pccesyos Ex- 
Beds @y “Avlaviw, %j wae “vt Kai- 
cups Piaoge Appian, De bell. 
cly, pri 534 
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< ftate of bis Uncle, but all men of fenfe, as Cicero 
‘© fays, both believed and applauded it [¢].” Here 
it may be added, that Cicero himfelf not only de- 
lieved and applauded the ftory, but together with his 
Nephew Quintus was indicted by Antony as OG avius’s 
advifer and accomplice in forming the defign a- 
gainft his life [wv]; which Cicero was fo far from 
denying, that he openly avowed it in the Senate ; 
alerting it to be a meafure ‘* neceflary both to 
“© private fafety and public liberty, in which there 
© was no good man who would not chufe to have 
“a fhare [x]? Offavius, in the words of Plx- 
tarch, ** had now got about him a confiderable 
“© number of Veterans, who ferved under Cez- 
“¢ far,” and was expending vaftfums of money me 
maintaining the controverfy with Antony [y}; and 
having thrown himfelf into the hands of the Senate, 
at the recommendation of Cicero [z], he gave fuch 


[7] Life of Cicero, v. ii. p. Jis percuffores et fubornavit. 
322. Ep. Fam. xii. 23. Suet. in Aug. c. 10, 

(w} Idem etiam Q:Ciceronem, [vy] Urbe repetita heredita- 
fratris mei filiam, compellat e- tem adit. Atque ab ¢0 tem- 
dicto. Nam me eildem e- pore exercitibus comparatis, etc. 
di@is nefcit laedat an laudet. Suet. ib. c. 8. Conf. Dion: p. 


Phil: 1. 7. 

[x] Quid enim accidere huic 
adolefcenti potuit optatius,quam 
cognofci ab omnibus, Caefaris 
confiliorum efie focium, Antonii 
furoris inimicum ? Quorum 
confiliorum Caefari me aucto- 
rem et Jortatorem et efle et fu 
iffe fateor. —— Nam znteritus 
quidem fui quis bonus non eflet 
auctor, cum in eo falus et vita 
optimi cujufque et libertas P. R. 
dignitaique confifteret? Eb: 7; 
8. Hortantibus itaque nonnul- 


273.  Firmiflimum exercitum 
ex invicto genere veteranorum 
militum comparavit, patrimo- 
niumque fuum effudit. Phil. ii. 
2. App. De bell. civ.p 541. 
[x] Adverfante conatibus fuis 
M.. Antonio, ac ne publi- 
cum quidem et tralatitium jus 
ulla in re fine pactione gravifli- 
me mercedis impertiente, ad o- 
ptimates fe contulit, quibus eum 
invifum fentiebat. Suet. ib. c. 
10. Kesxéowrs Oks Eavloy 6 vsawcc, 
Kx) Tole AAS Boos Tov “Ailanov = 
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affurances of his good affections to the Republic, 
that Cicero in particular was fully convinced of the 
reality of his profeffions, and expreffed his great 
hopes from him in his private Letters, declaring, 
that he would be “* actuated in every thing by a 
‘* principle of honour and glory [a@].”’ 

THERE are no Letters to tticus now extant of 
all the interval between the time of Cicero’s fetting 


out on his return to Rome and about the middle of 


the Oéfober following. Antony left the city on the 
ninth of that month, in order to meet and engage 
with his money four Legions from Macedonia, 
which were arrived at Brundifium [b]. The firft 
Letter, which renews the correfpondence with A¢fi- 
cus, acquaints us, that three of thofe Legions had 
infulted Antony and rejected his offers [c]. It ac- 
quaints us farther with Oéavius’s enterprizes in the 
country, his getting over the Veterans of Caflinum 
and Calatia, his fetting himfelf at the head of the 
forces againft Antony, and his defiring a perfonal in- 
terview with Cicero at Capua. Cicero’s chief obje- 
ction to this is, that it could not be private. He 
gives us at the fame timea remarkable inftance of his 
referve towards Afticus. For notwithftanding that 
he affects to talk to him in this ftrain; ** Whether 
*« General fhall we follow? Oéfavius or Antony 2 
*¢ Confider Oéfavius’s name, his age;’’ yet it is 
pioav, Ov exelvov pty oxeero +7 Brundifium erat profeétus ob- 
Ruan. Plut. in Ant. p. 922. viam legionibus Macedonicis 
{a2} Quid quaeris? magna iii. quas fibi conciliare pecunia 
fpes eft in eo. Nihil eft quod cogitabat. Ib. 
non exiftimetur laudis et gloriae (c] Eae congiarium ab An- 
caufa facturus. Ep. Fam. xii. tonio accipere noluerunt, —et 
22. ; ei convicilum grave fecerune. 
[6] A. d. vii Idus Oftobr. Ep, ad Att. xvi, 8. 
; certain 
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certain, both from his private Letters and his 
Philippic Orations, that it was by Czcero’s own ad- 
vice and authority that Oéavius levied the Veteran 
forces of thofe very Cz/arean colonies, Cafilinum and 
Calatia[d]. And as Cicero is now in the direction 
of Oéfavius’s preparations in the field, in the fame 
manner that he was of the controverfy in the city 3 
fo when he is confulted by Ofavius, whether he 
fhould march his 3000 Veterans directly to Kome, 
or maintain the important poft of Capua, or inter- 
cept Antony in his return from Brundifium, *° Tru- 
<< ly,” fays Cicero, ‘* my advice was, that he 
«© fhould march dire@tly to Rome. For he is likely 
<¢ to be favoured not only by the populace there, 
<¢ but even by the friends of the Republic, if be does 
<< but perform bis engagements [e}.” I diftinguifhed 
this paffage, as an incontefted proof of the agree- 
ment which Ofavius had entered into before this 
time, and which probably was the foundation of 
Cicero’s affured perfuafion, that he would be ‘ a- 
<< €uated in every thing by the principle of ho- 
<¢ nour and glory.” The faéts and authorities al- 
ledged above fufficiently evince, that the obligation 
was reciprocal on Cicero’s fide. And yet the Vin- 


[d] Quem [Antonium] ego milites convocavit. Phil. v. 8. 


rutantem et naufeantem comject 
in Caefaris Oétaviani plagas:— 
qui nifi fuiffet, Antonii reditus 
a Brundifjo peltis patriae fuiffet. 
Ep.Fam.xii. 25. Atque ille fu- 
rens infefta jam patriae figna 
Brundifio inferebat: cum C. 
Caefar,—-quanquam fua {ponte 
eximiaque virtute, tamen af- 
probatione auctoritatis meae, co- 
sonias patrias adiit, veterans 


Primumque a Ca/atia, mox a 
Cafilino veteranos excivit pater- 
nos. Paterc. 1. 2. c. 61. 

[e] Equidem fuafi, ut Romam 
pergeret. Videtur enim mihi et 
plebeculam urbanam, et, /i idem 
fecerit, etiam bonos viros fecum 
habiturus. Ep. ad Att. xvi. 8. 
M. Tul. ad Caef. jun. Promiffa 
tua memoria teneas. Non. in 
voc. Promittere. | 

dicator 
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dicator did not think fit to offer the paffage to the 
confideration of the reader, who will hardly expect, 
that I fhould produce the very words and formality 
of the original contra, Cicero likewife confults 
Atticus, whether he himfelf fhould come to Rome at 
the fame time, or ftay where he was, or go farther 
off to Arpinum ; obferving, that at Arpinum he would 
be moft fecure; moft private where he was; but 
moft ready at Rome, if O@avius’s caufe fhould come on, 

In the next Letter Cicero continues his account 
to Atticus of Offavius’s progres in his levies, of his 
reviews at Capua, and of his folliciting, by two 
Letters in one day, his coming to Rome immediate- 
ly; fince he would tranfaét his affair zz the Senate, 
and by Czcero’s management. Cicero again makes 
no objection to his going to Rome, but that he ima- 
gined there would be no affembly of the Senate till 
the firft of Fanuary, But with the fame referve to- 
wards 4tticus he numbers up his fcruples; that he 
does not confide in Ofavius’s age; does not know 
his views ; would not aét without Pan/a’s concur- 
rence ; is afraid that Antony fhould prevail ; dares 
not be without theopportunities of embarking again ; 
and yet would not be abfent when any thing is done 
[f]. It was from the obfervation of Cicero’s dif- 
fembling to Atticus thefe private tranfactions with, 
and direction of the meafures of Offavius, that I 
threw out a cenfure upon the ufe of a teftimony, which 
the Vindicator bad produced to fhew Cicero’s ftrong 
fufpicions of Octavius, even after Brutus’s departure 
out of Italy {g].. Ihe teffimony is taken from Cz- 


[f] Ep.ad Att. xvi. 9. Ep. ad C, Middlet. p. 198. 
[e] Mid. Pref. Dill. p. 45, 6. 
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cero’s anfwer to three Letters of remonftrance, for 
the moft part, upon the fingle fubject of O%a- 
vius, ‘* As to what you write,” fays Cicero, ‘ I 
<< intirely agree with you, that if ever Olavianus 
<¢ fhall become very powerful, the Tyrants acts will 
‘© be much more perfeétly rivetted than they were 
<< in the Temple of Tellus ;—but if, on the other 
<¢ hand, he is fubdued, Axtony, you obferve, will 
«© be intolerable ; infomuch that you do not know 
«© whom to chufe [2]. Here it is afked, Can any 
opinion be more explicitely declared, than this is de- 
clared bere ta be Cicero’s ? I anfwer, that Cicero 
was very lately of a quite different opinion ; but 
prefume to afk in my turn, Can any thing be more 
explicitely declared, than that Cicero was acting con- 
trary to Afticus’s opinion before this reprefentation 
from him? In like manner, Cicero, in this very 
Letter, intirely agrees with Atticus’s advice, that he 
fhould proceed cautioufly and gradually in aiding 
Ofavius ; though he confeffes at the fame time, that 
he was before of a different opinion [i]. But one 
thing is explicitely declared by the Vindicator's fefi7- 
mony, that there were /ubftantial reafons for fufpetting 
Oéavius at this time ; when Cicero ftill retained his 
principle of making him great (though Atticus repre- 
{ents the danger of his being 400 great) for fear of 
the intolerablene/s of Antony; or, in the invidious 
language of Brutus, was negotiating for himfelf a 
mafter, but a kind, inftead of an angry mafter. O- 
ther ¢eftimonies might be produced of Cicero’s in- 
tirely agreeing, both before and after this time, with 


[4] Ep. ad Att. xvi. 14. detentim; affentior: etfi aliter 


[7] Quod me mones, ut pe- cogitabam. Ib. 
° ) 
Atticus s 


between C1cERO andM. BrurTus, 145 


Atticus’s gentle admonitions to the fame ecffe@; 
which alone is fufficient to fhew, that Cicero was 
either of a different perfuafion from what he declar- 
ed to Atticus, or acting all along inconfiftently 
with his real perfuafion, In one place, ** I agree 
‘* with you,” fays he, ‘* that I fhould neither lead 
‘* in the front, nor bring up the rear; however, 
“* Jet us fhew fome countenance to the caufe [&] :” 
and in another place, ‘* You have many times,” 
fays he, ** given me excellent leffons in politics, 
‘** but nothing is more excellent than the obferva- 
“* tion of your laft, That though in the main and 
‘* for the prefent the boy isa fine check upon 47 
“* tony, yet we fhould wait to fee how the matter 
«¢ will turn out [/].”” -But I haften to confider the 
Vindicator’s main proof of his comprehenfive affer- 
tion, that Cicero con/tantly declined the taking O&a- 
vius’s affairs under bis protettion, and would not en- 
ler into any agreement with him, till the month of 
November, when it was brought about at laft by the 
mediation of Oppius ; and we fhall find it to be a di- 
{tinguifhing inftance of his /tudy of the Epifiles to At- 
ticus, and of his ufual /cholaftic felicity in producing 
arguments which make directly again{t himéelf, 
THe proof is taken from a Letter, in which Ci- 
cero again intirely agrees with Atticus’s obfervation, 
‘¢ that the moft certain teft of Offavius’s affections 
“« would be the Tribunate of Ca/ca.. Concerning 
‘* which very thing,” continues Cicero, ‘* when 
“< Oppius was intreating me to join together the 


[4] Affentior tibi, utnecdu- xv. 13. 
ces fimus, necagmen cogamus ; [/] Ib. xvi. 15, 
faveamus tamen. Ep. ad Att. 
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<< Youth, and the whole caufe, and the Veteran 
<< forces [m]; I anfwered, that I could not by any 
«© means do it, unlefs I was perfuaded that he 
«© would not only not oppofe, but even direétly fa- 
<¢ your the authors of the Tyrant’s death. When 
<< he affirmed that of him, I faid, What need then 
<¢ of being in a hurry ? for he will have no occafion 
< for me before the fir/t of Fanuary ; but we may 
<° know his affections before the middle of Decem- 
<< her =? i. e. when Ca/ca would be quietly entered 
into the Tribunate. Here the Vindicator imagines, 
that Cicero never took any of Odfavius’s affairs un- 
der his proteciton, nor entered into amy agreement 
with him, till Oppius now propofed it ; whereas, 
on the contrary, it is evident from this very paflage, 
that Cicero had been already engaged in the fupport 
of the Youth and his pecuniary claims; and that Op- 
pius was prefling farther for Cicero's including in one 


vote (in the aflembly of the Senate which was to be 
held on the fit of Fanuary, when the new Confuls 
entered into their office) not only the Youth, but the 
whole caufe, and the Veteran forces [z]; that is, 
that the Youth fhould be invefted with a legal com- 
mand that a public fanétion fhould be given to the 
meafures of levying and condutting the forces of the 
Republic by his own private advice, and that fecu- 
rity fhould be provided for the ftipends and rewards 
of the Veteran foldiers, and the Martial and fourth 
Legions, which followed his fortunes. I dare ven- 


(#]—Cum me hortaretur, ut tentia complectar,——ut et prae- 
adolefcentem, totamquecaufam,  flantiffimis ducibus a nobis detur 
manumque veteranorum comp/e- auctoritas, et fortiflimis militi- 
Gerer, etc. Ep.ad Att. xvi. 15. bus {pes oftendatur praemiorum. 


[z] Quamobrem—~mea fen- Phil. iii. 6. 
ture 
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ture to fay, that fuch a propofal would be fhock- 
ing to both Philippus and Marcellus at this time, 
whofe examples had been juft before propofed by 
Atticus for Cicero’s imitation [0]; and as the former 
was always backward in giving the leaft encourage- 
ment to Oé7avius’s public pretenfions, fo the caution 
of the latter was formerly mentioned to Cicero with 
Atticus’s particular recommendation [p]. The qua- 
lity and extent then of Oppius’s propofal, together 
with the reply which Cicero makes to it, is a clear 
proof, that he was previoufly concerned in condu@t- 
ing and fupporting the affairs of Ofavius, and adds 
a real confirmation to Plutarch’s account of an a- 
greement made with Cicero by Philippus and Marcel- 
lus, ** that he fhould affift Of&avius with his elo- 
*¢ quence and intereft in the Senate and with the 
‘* people, as to the matter of his private controver- 
** fy with Antony, about the 2500 Myriads of his 
“ Uncle Cez/far’s eftate ;” for which end Cicero 
did himfelf concert the means by which Ofavius 
might protect him with his money and troops. We 
have already feen, that the affair of the controver/[y 
might be profecuted in the Senate, and managed by 
Cicero, long before the jir/t of January; provided 
an affembly would be called [g], and the Senators 
were not intimidated by dutony’s power [r]. Anto= 


[o] Nec me Philippus, aut nunc quidem, ut Romam ftatim 
Marcellus movet. Alia enim veniam: velle fe rem agere per 
eorum ratio: et, fi noneft, ta- Senatum: cuiego, non pofle Se- 
men videtur. Ep.ad Att. xvi. natum ante Kal. Jan. quod qui- 
14. dem itacredo. Ile autem ad- 

[p] Cautum Marcellum ! me dit, conflio tuo. Ep. ad Att. 
fic! fed non tamen cautifimum. xvi. 

Ep. ad Att. xv. 13. [x] Putat Senatum  ftatim, 

[¢] ——-Literae ab Oftavio: Quis veniet? fi venerit, quis in- 
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ay, on the other hand, was watching the opportu- 
nities of incapacitating O¢favius, by declaring him 
an Enemy; for which purpofe he called an affembly 
of the Senate on the 2 “ee of November, and ad- 
journed it to the 28" [s]; but was forced to defift 
upon the Martial and fo urth Legions declaring for 
Offavius [t]. But as to Oppius’s propofal, seit 
a free aflembly of the Senate was held by the zew 
Tribunes (and among the reft by Ca/ca himfelf, who 
into the Tribunate) on the 
twentieth of December {u|, yet Cicero, as he told 
Oppius, could be of no effective fervice to Offavius, 
nor did indeed, a little before, fo much as intend to 
go to the Senate till the firf? of fanuary [x]; when 
the affembly was held by the authority of the zew 
Confuls, and Cicero did actually procure a decree, 
“© to invett Ofavius with the legal command of his 
<¢ troops, together with the characters of Propreetor 
<¢ and Senator; and to provide for the {tipends and 
«¢ honours of thofe who deferved well of the Repu- 


blic py}? 


was quietly entered 


decretis veftris eum concidiftis. 
tela Bee Oe 
[+] Quanquam ftatueram in 


certis 4 bus ofendet Antonium? 
E P. ad Att? xvi; IT: 


[s] Edi Xit, ut ade {Te C c Senatus 


frequens a. d. vill Ki il. De cem- Senatum ante Kal. Jan. non 
bres. ——In a. d.iv Kal, Dec. ver enite 5 tamen cum eo ipfo die 
diftulit. Phil. i. 8. li€tum tuum propofitum effet, 


[2] Quo ille nefas ef * duxi —me non adeffe. 
cum Senatum vocailet, a idhibu- EP: Fam. xi. 6. 
iffetque Cont fularem, qui fua (y] Ita cenfeo decernendum, 
fententia C. Caefarem haflem ju- —Senatui placere C. Caefarem 
repente concidit. tb. C. F. pontiuicem, Propraet. Se- 


: eat 
nuntio aucito, 


dicaret, 

Vv. 9. natorem eile; ;—millt ibus ve- 
[u] Nunc enim primt um ita teranis, qui Caefaris pontificis 

convenimus, ut-——— pofiemusea auCoritatemqueh vajus ordinis de- 


quae fentiremus libere dicere 
Jb. in. Awds iRineivada 


fenderint atque defendant ; iis 
liberifque eorum militiae vaca- 


Le 
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[tv remains, that I fatisfy the Vindicator, or 
confute what he alledges to the contrary, touching 
the probability of Brutus’s Letters being written at 
the time when themfelves and Plutarch fay they 
were, viz. before Brutus /eft Italy ; nor will I take 
the advantage of his own authority, when he tells 
us, that Cicero fent a copy of his fecond Philippic to 
Brutus and Caffius, who were infinitely pleased with 
it, before they left Italy [z]. Now the fecond Phi- 
lippic was not finifhed till about the 25 of Offober 
[2], being written in reply to Aztony’s {peech in the 
Senate on the nineteenth of September ; though it is 
Juppofed by Cicero to be fpoken in the fame place the 
very next day [4]. The Vindicator indeed has 
fince found reafon to change his Opinion, and ex- 
prefsly affirms, that Brutus left Italy before the firft 
Philippic was {poken [c] ; and building on this as a 
certain fact gravely obferves, that from the arrival 
of Octavius to the departure of Brutus there was a 
continual exchange of letters and meffages between 
Cicero and Brutus, of which frequent mention is made 
in the Epiftles to Atticus [d]. This, for the amufe- 
ment of the Engli/h reader, he exemplifies by a 
learned detail of paflages from the Epifiles. But 
all this exchange of letters and meffages was over be- 
fore the interview at Velia, the laff which Cicero ever 
bad with Brutus, on the 17 of Auguft [ce]. Tale 


tionemeffe, etc. Phil. v.17— rum fuifle?>——cur non Jumus 
10. praetextati? Phil. ii. 43. 
[x] Life of Cic. v.ii. p. 321. [¢] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 39, 
[2heEp rads Attve ined ar. 
Conf. xvi. 11. (HIB E pis 6: 
[6] Nefcis Feri quartum in fe}! Ibp? 42. 
circo diem ludorum Romano- 
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low the truth of his obfervation, that Cicero left 
Brutus prepared at that time and ready to fail with 
bis fleet towards Greece; and fo was Cafius prepar- 
ed and ready to fail above a month before [f]: but 
when he adds, that Brutus undoubtedly did Jail with- 
in a few days after, he muft have doubted of this, 
would he maintain any confiftency with himfelf, 
who fays aid s little doubt elfewhere, ¢hat Brutus 
and Caffius did not leave Italy, till they at laft clearly 
faw, that Sapa meditated nothing but war, and 
that their affairs were growing daily more and more 
defperate [g|. Nay, concerning x Brutus in particular 
he fays, that be continued ah lin Italy, watting for 
fome favourable turn of affairs at Rome, till finding 
his hopes difappor inted, he wohl at laft to re- 
treat, in order to try his fortune elfewbere [b}. 
Now on this fame 17% of Auguft, Brutus, who was 
as confiftent with himfelf as either Cicero or his Bio- 
grapher can pretend to be, told Cicero, that by his de- 
fifting from the voyage be removed the moft crimi. 
nal imputation of his forfaking the Republic, as if 
affairs were become defperate ; arid that he was then 
returning to the adminiftration of a free Republic {7} 
Upon fuch intelligences as thefe Cicero dropt alt 
farther thoughts of the voyage, and turned back to- 
wards Rome [k]3 nor found bis hopes fruftrated 


till he nearly arrived there on the /af# of Auguft. 


[f] Caffius cum  clafficula perationes ; 3; unam,—de/peratzo- 
fua venerat. Ep. ad Att.xvi. 2. 27s ac reli€tionis Reipublicae.— 
[zg] Life of Cic.v ii. p. 321. Necegonunc,ut Brutus cenfebat, 
[4] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 68. iftuc ad Remp. capeffendam Ne- 
[4] —Se autem laetari,quod nio. Ep. ad Att. xvi. 7. 
eftugifiem duas maximas yitu- [4] Pref. Diff. p. 38. 


BRUTUS 
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BRUTUS and Caffius were fo like in their cir- 


cumftance and refolution not to be forced to retreat 
by any menaces of Antony [7], that they perfevered 
to ftay in Italy, waiting ftill to fee whether chance 
might not produce fomething in their favour, and 
probably fet fail at laft either together or within few 
days of each other [m]. Concerning Brutus, ‘* As 
<< far,”? fays Cicero, ** as I can underftand of his 
«© defigns, he will fail lowly and touch at many 
© places: but yet I think it is better, that he fhould 
<¢ fail flowly, than not fail at all [].”’ In the fame 
manner he writes to Caffius, in a Letter which ac- 
knowledges Caffius’s approbation of the frft Philip- 
pic, and mentions Aztony’s reply to it made on the 
19% of September; <* All our hopes,” fays he, 
‘© are in you two, and if you are abfent from us, 
*¢ to confult your fafety only, they are not even in 
‘* you. But if you are meditating any expedition 
‘¢ worthy of your glory, I wifh I may find my 
‘¢ fafety in it; but if not, the Republic will cer- 
‘¢ tainly recover its liberty by it[o].” Cicero writes 
another Letter to Caffus, in which he tells him, a- 
mong other acts of Autony’s power, that the allow- 


SENT SZ 


[/] Sed pulchre intelligis, non 
poffe nos guoquam impelli. Ep. 
Hain: Xio33 

[m] Eundem vidi—Veliae ce- 
dentem Italia. Caffii claffis 
paucis poft diebus confequebatur, 
PRUSXS 4 

(~] Quantum intelligo, tarde 
eft navigaturus, confiftens in lo- 
cis pluribus: tamen arbitror 
effe commodius tarde navigare, 
quam omnino non navigare. 


Ep. ad Att. xvi. 4. 


{o] Vehementer laetor, tibi 
probari fententiam et orationem 
meam. A.d. xiii Kal. O&. 
—- quam paratus venerat !—— 
Spes eft omnis in vobis, qui fi 
idcirco abeftis ut fitis in tuto, 
ne in vobis quidem. Sin ali- 
quid dignum veftra gloria cogi- 
tatis, velim falvis nobis. Sin 
id minus, res tamen publica per 
vos brevi tempore jus fuum re- 
ciperabit. Ep, Fam. xii. 2. 
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ance, which his Lieutenant fhould receive from the 
Treafury, was intercepted, and that Oéavius, after 
the beginning of Odzober, litigated with Antony be- 
fore the people [p]; the refult of which was, that 
they both left the city in a few days, Antony on 
the zinth of that month, to meet the four Mace- 
donian Legions at Brundifium [gq], and O&avius to 
make recruits of Veterans in the Cefarean colonies 
of Cafilinum and Calatia [r|. ‘Thus thefe two Let- 
ters to Caffius connect the two important quarrels 
with Antony, in the one of which Cicero was the 
party, in the other the main advocate ; and in this 
interval of time there was the moft ample room for 
Brutus to inveigh fo bitterly againft Cicero for e- 
fpoufing Oéfavius through his hatred to Antony, 
At the conclufion of that interval, and not till then, 
both Antony and Oéfavius meditated nothing but 
war [s], and the public affairs were quite de/perate ; 
<¢ people now,” as Plutarch fays, ‘* dividing into 
<¢ parties, and fome fiding with Oéfevius and the o- 
‘< thers with Antony, and the forces being bartered 
<¢ for, on both fides, for money, and bought, as at 
«* an auction, by the higheft bidder ; on which ac- 
<< count, Brutus in abfolute defpair took the refolu- 
“ tion to leave Italy [t].? O€favius, a little time 


[p] Cetera cujufmodi fint, ex deo paucis diebus nos in armis 
hoc judica, quod legato tuo vi- fore. Ib. 


aticum eripuerunt, etc. Ep. ([¢] Veteranos — perduxit ad 
Fam. xii. 3. fuam fententiam: nec mirum : 
(a}vibs Epeae. quingenos denarios dat. Fae 
{r] Ep. ad Att. xvi. 8. [tres legiones Macedonicae] con- 


D; 
] 1e hoe fpectat [Otta- garium ab Antonio accipere 
vianus] ut fe duce bellum gera- noluerunt. —- O Brute, ubi es? 
tur cum Antonio. Itaque vi- quantam evxqsgiavamittis? Ib. 


(s] Plan 


before, 
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before, gave matter of perfonal difeuft to Brutus, 
by interrupting the fhews, which he fupplied as 
Praetor, and was paffionately concerned for their 
fuccefs with the people [w]. But, what was his 
neareft concern, Odfav7us had very early profeffed, 
and made feveral attempts to execute his refolution 
of vindicating Cz/ar’s murder upon Brutus and Caffius 
in particular; and it was always well underftood 
by /tticus, and occafionally acknowledged even by 
Cicero himfelf, that any confiderable power in Oéfa- 
vius mutt be abfolutely inconfiftent with the fafety 
of Brutus [x]. 

I cannot yet difmifs our fruitful page of Plutarch 
without obferving farther, that whereas he remarks 
on Brutus’s Letter to Cicero, “* Such,” fays he, 
‘© was Brutus, or fuch a {pirit did he exprefs in his 
“© firft Letters [y];”’ the Vindicator makes him fay, 
To this effect Brutus expreffed bimfelf in his firft 
Letter [z], and takes a new occafion of triumph o- 
ver Plutarch’s negligence, becaufe the Letter to 
Cicero was certainly later than the Letter to Atti- 
cus [a]. But Plutarch calls doth thefe Letters bru- 
tus’s firft Letters; and I obferved, that they were 
fo called in oppofition to Brutus’s laft Letters (6), 
of which the reader may not be difpleafed with a 
fpecimen, hardly to be paralleled by any fentiments 


{u] Appian. Hift. Rom. p. [y] "Ev piv oy vais wmewrass 
c4t. Exiftimabam pdlewecreeoy tmisorais tos8tos 6 Besos. Plut. 
efle: et hercule erat, et maxime in Brut. p. 994. 
de ludis. Ep.ad Att. xvi. 5. [2] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 21. 

[x]. Suets, in, Ang. (.c..10, fal lb..p. 32. 

Valde tibi affentior, fi multum [4] Ep. ad C. Middlet. p. 
poflit Octavianus, id contra 1093. 
Brutum fore. Ib. Ep.ad Att.14. 
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of the féitious Letters. 


‘© That Brutus,” fays 


Plutarch, ‘* did not confide fo much in his forces 
«¢ as in his own virtue, is plain from what he 
“< writes to 4tticus, when he is juft in the article 
«© of danger, z.¢. at Philippi—T hat his affairs were 
‘¢ in a glorious circumftance, fince he muft either 
** recover the liberties of Rome by victory, or keep 
«¢ himfelf free from flavery by dying; and as their 
* other affairs were in fecurity enough [c], it was 
«* not yet known whether they fhould live or die 
*¢ with their liberty; but for M4. Antony, he was 
“© fuffering a punifhment which his madnefs de- 
** ferved, who, when he had it in his power to be 
“© of the number of the Brutus’s, the Caffus’s, and 
“* the Cato’s, had rather chofe to make himfelf a 
‘* fupplement to Offavius, and though he fhould 
‘< not happen to be beaten with him now, he 


fc] Thefe genuine fentiments 
of Brutus arevery different from 
what Dr. M. has collected from 
his fu/peGed Letters,which make 
him—** naturally peevifh and 
** querulous ; —— particularly 
** chagrined by the unhappy 
** turn of affairs ; ——~judging of 
“< counfels by events; —oft 
“* betrayed into a¢ts of an effe- 
“* minate weaknefs ;—ftrangely 
6 yarious and inconfifient ; — 
** exprefling an abfurd and pee- 
*¢ vith refentment for the fake 
“‘ of his Nephews, when his 
‘© Brother-in-law Lepidus was 
‘* declared an enemy ; as if it 
** would not have been in his 
‘¢ power to have repaired their 
‘* fortunes, if the Republic was 
© ever reftored; or if not, in 
their Father’s ; acting con- 


rs 
a 


‘* trary to the fpirit of that old 
** Brutus, whom in his general 
** conduét he pretended to imi- 
** tate; —~ blaming Cicero for 
** difpenfing honours too large- 
** Jy, yet claiming an infinite 
** fhare of them to himfelf; — 
* declaring himfelf an enemy 
** to all extraordinary commif- 
** fions, when he had feized by 
‘* his private authority the moft 
‘* extraordinary command ;”— 
which inconfiftency of his cha- 
racter (continues the Dr.) would 
tempt us to believe, that he was 
governed by the pride and 
haughtinefs of his own temper, 
rather than by any conftant and 
fettled principles of Philofophy, 
of which he is commonly thought 
fo ftri€t an obferver. Life of 
Cic. v. li, Pp. 4715 25 3- 

s¢ would 


wa 
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“¢ would certainly be fighting with him e’re long 
<< [d].’—-As Plutarch, who may now perhaps be 
lefs agreeable than ever to his brother Biographer, is 
fo particular concerning the Letters of Brutus, which 
were his firft and his /aft Letters, relative to his Ma- 
cedonian expedition; it might be expected, that he 
would not be entirely filent concerning thefe /u/peé- 
ed Letters of the zwtermediate period, if there really 
had been any fuch. But the Vindicator may take 
the advantage, if he pleafes, to the utter ruin of al- 
moft the whole collection ftill extant, of making 
Plutarch give the name of Bratus’s firft Letters to 
the two famous Latin Letters, which were written, 
he fays, at that precife time, when Brutus, preparing 
to go from Macedonia into Afia, received the news of 
the change of their affairs at Rome; where young 
Oftavius, having now driven Antony out of Italy, 
was become formidable bimfelf, laid claim to the Con- 
fulfoip, and kept about him great armies [e].—Up- 
on the whole, 

VI. I have fufficiently proved, from the relation 
of Plutarch and from the matter of Brutus’s Letters 
cited by him, that the wo original Letters of Bru- 
tus, Which Plutarch had feen, and with the general 
argument of which the two famous Latin Letters 
full extant agree very well in the main, were 
written before Brutus left Italy. Ihave farther 
fhewn, that as this plainly appears both from the ex- 
prefs declaration and context of Plutarch, in the two 
Lives of Cicero and Brutus; fo the bold and undi- 
{cerning charge of all the poffible negligence, inaccura- 


[d¢] Plut. in Brut. p. 997. (c] Mid. Pref, Diff. p. 45. 
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cy, and want of regard to time and order, in thefe 
two Lives, is contemptibly fupported; and, laftly, 
that there was a probable occafion of Brutus’s Letters, 
before he left Jtaly, arifing from Cicero’s quarrel 
with Antony, and from Brutus’s having fubftantial 
reafons for fufpecting Oéavius, and for cenfuring 
Cicero’s inconfiderate rafhnefs in making him fo 
great, 

THE fwo famous Letters therefore to Cicero 
and Atticus, which are ftill extant ade Baus S 
name, were very probably forged upon the plan, 
which st given us by Plutarch, of Brutus’s original 
Letters to thefe two perfons ; fie Sophift, befides a 
want of exactnefs in other particulars, making his 
own Letters to be written by Brutus from Macedo- 
nia, when the original ones were written in Jta/y, 
and many months before. We fhall meet with 
more inftances of the like Sophiftic overfight or con- 
trivance, if we proceed to examine the hiftorical 
character of the Letters themfelves. Brutus begins 
the Letter to Atticus; ‘* You write me word,” 
fays he, “* that Cicero wonders, why I never take 
«¢ any notice of his acts [f].”’ Thefe aézs of Cice- 
ro, which Brutus ftudioufly avoided to take any no- 
tice of, by which it 1s clearly implied, that there was 
tte in them that difpleafed him, were, accord- 

ing to the Tranflator, his exerting all his pains and 
ouborn at Rome, to jupport the tottering Repu- 
blic, and making it bis particular care, to ftrengthen 
the hands of Brutus and Cafius [g]. Now as it is 1m- 


[f] Scribis mihi, mirari Ci- Brut. i. 17. 
ceronem, quod nihil fignificem g]| Mid. Ep. of Cic. to Brus. 
unquam de fuis actis., Ep. p. 102. not. 1. 

| poffible 
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poffible, that either the true or the /u/pecfed Cicero 


fhould entertain the thought, that thefe aéts were 
clearly difpleafing to Brutus, and the /ufpeéfed Bru- 
tus moreover did in fact often take notice of and 
highly commend them before this time ; which his 
correfpondent Cicero very well knew [4]: fo it is 
probable, that the Sophift, at his leifure, finding 
that Cicero often wondered at his friends, and parti- 
cularly Brutus, for their ftudioufly avoiding to take a- 
ny notice of the aéfs of his Confulfhip [7]; was inno- 
cently induced to retouch the fame fubje@t, not con- 
fidering that Cicero’s Confulfhip had been now over 


for near twenty years. 


He himfelf tells us by and 


by, what aé?s he was fpeaking of, and may well be 
thought to have had the aéfs of Cicero’s Confulfhip 
in his mind, when he could make Cicero keep them 
conftantly in his mouth to this very day. ‘© What,” 
fays Brutus, ‘* if we are not boafting every mo- 
*¢ ment of the Jdes of March, as he is of his Nones 
“< of December ; fhall Cicero therefore have a better 
‘¢ right to cenfure our moft laudable act, than Be- 


[4] Te video deleCtari Ph:- 
Jippicis noftris. Ep. Cic. ad 
Brut. 1.4. Legi orationes duas 
tuas, quarum altera Kal. Jan. u- 
fuses; altera de /iteris meis, 
quae habita eft abs te contra 
Calenum. Nunc fcilicet hoc 
expectas, dum easlaudem. Ne- 
{clo aximi an ingenil tui major 
in his libellis /avs contineatur. 
Ep. Brut. ad Cic. ib. 5. Noli 
expectare dum tibi gratias agam, 
Ib. 1.6. This Brutus writes 
in anfwer to Cicero’s Letter, 
which informed him of his hav- 


ing ftrengthened the hands of 
Brutus and Caffius, and provid- 
ed for their joint profecution of 
the waragain{t Dolabella tb. 
Ep. 5. 

{z] Ne ignores quid ego in 
tuis literis defiderarim, {cribam 
aperte. -— Res eas gefli, quaarum 
aliquam in tuis literis —— gratu- 
lationem expecavi. Ep. Fam. 
v.7. Hic autem [Brutus] fe 
etiam tribuere multum mihi pu- 
tat, quod fcripferit, optimum 


Confulem, Ep. ad Att. xii. 21. 
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<< ftia and Clodius had to inveigh againft his Con- 


« fulfhip [z].” 


Acatn, Brutus, we fee, charges Cicera with his 
cenfuring the moft laudable a of killing Cefar; and 
to fhew us, how he is put to it for matter of com- 


plaint, 


<I am at a lofs,” fays he, ‘* what to 


‘“< write, except this one thing [/], that the ambi- 
<< tion and licentioufnefs of the boy have been ra- 
‘¢ ther inflamed than repreffed by Cicero, and that 
‘© he carries his partiality for him fo far, as not to 
‘¢ ab{tain from fuch reproaches as doubly return 
‘© upon himfelf; fince be bas killed more than one, 
<< and mutt confefs himfelf to be an affafin, before 
«© he can object to Cafca what he does object to 
<< him, and treat Ca/ca as Beftia once treated Czce- 


<< rp [mm 


Here I obferved, farft, that the true 


Brutus, in a Letter to the fame 4fticus, did not im- 
pute to Cicero the act of killing more than one, 1. e. 
the accomplices of the Catilinarian confpiracy ; and 
that Cicero was very angry with Brutus for depriving 


[4] An quia non omnibus 
horis jactamus Idus Martias, fi- 
militer atque ille Nonas Decem- 
bres fuas in ore habet, eo meliore 
conditione Cicero pulcherrimum 
factum vituperabit, quam Beitia 
et Clodius reprehendere illius 
Confulatum foliti funt? Ep. 
Brut. 1.17. 

[2] This one thing the fame 
Brutus obje&ted to Cicero fome 
time before, when he was giv- 
ing an ample approbation of the 
reft of Cicero’s a€ts.. Alia o- 
mnia fic abunde ad{unt, ut-cum 
quolibet antiquorum comparari 
poflint tuae virtutes. Unum hoc 


——cautiorem ac moderatiorem 
liberalitatem defiderat. Ep. 
Brut. 1. 4. 

[m] Nefcio quid fcribam ti- 
bi, nifi uzum; pueri et cupidi- 
tatem et licentiam potius efle 
irritatam quam repreflam a Ci- 
cerone ; tantumque eum tri- 
buere huic indulgentiae, ut fe 
malediétis non abftineat, is 
quidem quae in ipfum duplict- 
ter recidunt, quod et plures oc- 
cidit uno, feque prius oportet fa- 
teatur ficarium, quam objiciat 
Cafcae quod objicit, et zmztatur 


in Cafca Beftiam. Ib. Ep. 17. 


him 
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him of that honour, and for not allowing him the 
inferior office of even making the difcovery, but only 
of giving information of it to the Senate (uj. But. 
fecondly, I againaffert it to be abfolutely impoffible, 
that the true Brutus fhould ever accufe Cicero of 
cenfuring the a of killing Cefar, and of reproaching 
Cafca for it as an affafin. The Vindicator fays no- 
thing directly to this main difficulty ofall, but refers 
us partly to his Life of Cicero, partly to his notes [o] ; 
in both which places he declares, that Cicero foould 
ever call Caica a murderer, to be a thing impoffible 
and inconfiftent with every word that Cicero had 
been faying, and every alé that he had been doing from 
the time of Cezefar’s death; and, in relation particu- 
larly to Cafca, he fays, that Cicero refufed to enter 
into any meafures with Octavius, but upon the expre/s 
condition of bis fuffering Caica to take quiet poffe/- 
fion of the Tribunate [p]. Cicero moreover had a 
perfonal friendfhip for Cafca, and publickly ap- 
plauded the part he ated in killing Cefar, as in- 
fluenced by his love of the Republic [q]. 

T'uus far then we are agreed. ‘Let us hear 
what account is given of Brutys’s charging Cicero 
with doing a thing which is fo confefledly impoffible. 


[2] Me autem hic [Brutus] [p] Life of Cic. v. ii. p. 487. 
laudat, quod retulerim, non not.Z and Ep. of Cic. to Brut. 
quod patefecerim, quod cohor- p. 103. not. 3. 
tatus fim, quod denique ante, [¢] Certifimum effe video 
quam confulerem, 7p/e judicave- difcrimen Cafcae noftri tribuna- 
vim. Kp. ad Att. xii. 21, tum. Ep. ad Att. xvi. ac. 
Whereas Clodius himfelf allow- Quid— Cafcas dicam, an Aha- 
ed Cicero the honour of making as? Et hos au€toritate mea cen- 
the difcovery. Metantum com- {es excitatos potius quam cari- 
perifé omnia criminabatur. Ib, tate Reipublicae? Phil. ii. 11 
inthd. Vide Phil. xiii. 15. 

{o] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 47. 

Brutus, 
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Brutus, it is faid, who was now in Macedonia, had 
either been mifinformed, or was charging Cicero with 
fome confequential meaning of bis words, which was 
never intended by him{r]. But here the Vindicator 
did not confider, that the true Brutus wasas able as 
either of us to judge, that for Cicero to cenfure the 
act of killing Cz/ar, and to call Ca/ca a murderer, 
was a thing impofible. Wor can it be imagined, 
that Brutus was lefs informed of every word that Ci- 
cero had’ been faying, and of every att that he had 
been doing from the time of Celar’s death? Brutus, 
while he continued in Jtaly, was almoft an eye-wit- 
nefs of the whole tenor of Cicero’s actions, and, Ze- 
fides a conftant intercourfe of Letters, they had many 
perfonal conferences from the time of Czfar’s death 
to their Ja/t interview at Velia [s]: and though he 
was now in Macedonia, yet, if the /u/pected Letters 
are true, Cicero had exprefied himfelf to him there 
in the ftrongeft terms; ‘¢ that the act of killing 
<< Cejar was a memorable and almott heavenly act ; 
«< fuch as muft filence all objections againft him, 
«© {ince no commendation could be adequate to the 
‘<< merit of it [4].2? Brutus is moreover , intimat- 
ed in the fame Letters to have feen the firft Phi- 
lippics [vw], in which Cicero publickly calls it ‘* the 
‘* oreatelt and moft laudable, an excellent and di- 
‘© yine aét, which might be done not only with 
“¢ impunity, but the greateft glory, and which 


[vy] Mid. Life of Cc. v. ii. p. lit omnes reprehenfiones ; quip- 
487. not. /. Ep. of Cic, p. 103. pe quae ye laude quidem fatis 
not. 3. idonea affici poffit. Ep. ad 

(s| Pref. Diff. p. 40, I. Brut. 11. 7. 

[7] Res enim a te gefla me- (u] Ib. Ep. 4. 
morabilis et paene coeleitis repel- 


3 had 


‘* had in fact acquired to the authors of it fo much 
** glory as the heavens could hardly contain [x].”? 
Nay, Brutus declares an ample approbation of the 
tenth Philippic [y], in which Cicero mentions “« VM. 
‘© Brutus’s divine and immortal praifes,” with re- 
gard to the very act of killing Cefar, which, 
‘¢ though it had not yet received the fanétion of pu- 
** blic authority, was retained in the moft erateful 
“* memory of every private citizen [z],’?—I affirm 


then, that Brutus could not, confiltently with the: 


reprefentation of thefe Letters, believe any report, 
however dire& and exprefs, of Cicere’s cenfuring the 
act of killing Cz/far, and of his calling Cajca a 


murderer ; much lefs was he capable of charging 


Cicero with fome confequential meaning of bis words, 
which was never intended by him. 

Tue words, with the confequential meaning of 
which Brutus might be charging Cicero, are fug- 
geited to be perhaps Cicero's advifing Cafca to ma- 
nage Octavius, in that heighth of his power, .with 
more temper and moderation; left be foould be pro- 
voked to confider him as an affafin (a). But here a- 
gain the Vindicator did not confider, that Afticus’s 
Letter, to which Brutus anfwers, was written before 
Antony’s union with Lepidus [4], and did intimate 


[x] Ereétus [ Brutus ]—maxi- [x] Ac de hac quidem diai- 
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mi ac pulcherrimi faGi {ai con- 
{cientia——Phil. i. 4.—Quod 
cum ipfum factum per fe prae- 
clarum elt atque divinum, tum 
expofitum ad imitandum, prae- 
fertim cum illi eam ghriam 
confecuti fint, quae wix coela 
capt poffe videatur. Phil. ii. 
44. vide et 13. 
{y] Ep. Brut. ti, 5. 


ma atque immortali laude M. 
Bruti filebo, quae oratiflima me- 
mora omnium civium inclufa 
nondum publica auétoritate te- 
ftataeft. Phil. x. 3. 

[a] Life of Cic. v. ii, p. 487. 
not. /. Ep, of Cic. p, 103. not. 
Cy 

6] Ep. of Cic, p.107. not. 
18. 
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the uncertainty of Oavius’s affairs with regard to 

Antony, whom, OGavius is likewife fuppofed to be 

purfuing in his flight [c]. At this time Offavius 
was not arrived at fuch an heighth of his power as 
might require all that cautious management of him,, 
left he foould be provoked to confider Catca as an afjaf- 
fins, nor did the /u/pecied Cicero imagine thus early, 
that Offavius was capable of entertaining any 
thought of that kind; fince, even after Antony’s, 
union with Lepidus, he can tell us, that O¢favius 
had to that very time maintained his excellent difpofi- 
tion and admirable conflancy | d}. 

[w a word, the Vindicator has nothing left but. 
the unhappy alternative of giving up either the cha- 
racter of Cicero, or the genuinenefs of Brutus’s Let- 

er to Atticus. If we can judge it a thing impoffible, 
that Cicero feould ever call Cafca a murderer 
Brutus, who perfectly knew every thing that Cice- 
ro had been faying and doing from the time of Ceefar’s 
death, mutt be full proof againft every impreffion 
to Cicero’s difadvantage, and therefore could not 
poflibly charge him with it. But if the Letter 1s 
genuine, the probability clearly lies on the fide, that. 
the charge is ¢rue. For as the fact mutt be looked 
upon as very pofible by the true Brutus, who was 
better informed of Cicero’s real principles and gene- 
ral conduét, than we can pretend to be at this di- 
Rance of time; efpecially if we reflect on the mife- 
rable wafte, that has been made in Cicero’s original 
Letters [e]: fo the authority of fo great a name is 

(c} Quid enim noftra, victum liis adhuc gubernatum, praecla- 
effe Antonium, /2 vzdius ef,——- ta ipfum indole, admirabilique 
tametfi tuae literae dubia etiam conitantia—Ep. ad Brut. ib. 10. 
nunc fignificant. Ep. Brut.i-17. [e] Mid. Ep. of Cic..p. 103. 


(d] Sed Caefarem meis confi- not. 3. 
a 
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a fatisfactory evidence of its being real, —The ap- 
pearances héwever are much ftronger in favour of 
Crcero’s character, than of the Sufpected Letter ; and 
therefore, | 

VII; As we admit not of the information brought 


by Brutus againtt Cicero, becaufe of the utter incre= 
dibility of the thing objected to him ; fo, upon the ° 


fame account, we ought not to admit, that thé ¢rvé 
Brutus could objec it u pon the mifinformation of any 
dived? report, much lef upon any con/fequential 


meaning of Cicero’s words, which words, it is farther : 


certain, Cicero could never fpeak. We mutt there- 
fore refer the Letter to fome Sophiftic Brutns, till 
the anecdotes are produced, that were the moft likely 
to explain this charge upon Cicero, and which, in all 
probability, had aétually explained it [of] 
ANOTHER hiftorical fa&, referred to in the 
Letter, is; that -**' Cicero had decreed an Ovation’ 


‘* to Odfavius, which Cicero likewife, in a Letter 
‘*-to Brutus, afferts to be one of his moft prudent ’ 
‘acts ; but profefles himfelf unwilling to éxplain 


‘* the motives of it [g].”” The Vindicator’ howe. 


Le 


ver undertakes to explain them ; telling us, tbat 


Te APES 1 ae + Bs ; Ae : I ob [ie hat 
Cicero’s view in it feems to have been this, that 


wey Lie 


whenever Octavius /hould take the benefit of the Ova- 
tion, bis command would ceale of course by his en- 


trance into the city, and. bis army con equently might 
ry en A i qo 8 Siyiyade 
be. transferred to another General RRL Te kindly 


4 


[f] Ep. of Cic. p.103. not.3. verim, Ego autem—nihil mihi 

[g] Immo ¢riumphus et fti- videor hoc bello feniifte pruden- 
pendium decernitur.. Ep, Brut. tius. “Cur autem ita fit,aperien- 
1. 17. Sufpicor illud minus dum non eft. Ep.ad Brut. ib.16, 
tibi probari, —— quod, ut ovanti [4] Mid. Ep. of Cic. p. 162. 
introire. Cacfari liceret, decre- 
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proceeds to tell us, that though this had ever been 
the praétice of the Republic, yet in times of fuch con- 
fufion, neither law nor cuftom were regarded ; 
and confequently Cicero’s view does not feem to have 
been to take the advantage of a /aw or cuftom, which 
was not in praéfice or would not be regarded. And 
as there was not the leaft occafion for Cicero’s con- 
cealing this view from Brutus, fo the true Cicero 
had already taken another public method of Jaw and 
cuftom to make Odfavius’s command ceafe of courfe, 
and to transfer his army to another General, without 
the expedient of decreeing an Ovation tohim, For 
Cicero and the Senate had, without the leaft cere- 
mony, committed the profecution of the war againft 
Antony to D. Brutus only, and transferred to him 
the command of O&avius’s two Legions [7]. This 
inftance of Cicero’s and the Senate’s difpofition to- 
wards Oéfavius, in the interval between the victory 
of Modena and the union of Lepidus with Antony, is 
a confutation of the general argument of Brutus’s 
Letter to Atticus [k], and almoft a demonftration 
of the falfity of this fact, ‘* that Cicero decreed to 
“© Offavius any Ovation at all.” It is likewife 
notorious, that a triumph was decreed to D. Bru- 
tus for the victory of Modena, in obtaining which 
he had not the leaft fhare [7]; and as it is impro- 


[7] Cum putarem Quartam 
et Martiam legiones mecum fu- 
turas, ut Drufo Paulloque pla- 
cuerat, vobis affentientibus, — 
Ep. Fam. xi. 19. Appian. De 
bell. civ. p. 574. 

(4] Merces Antonii opprefli 
pofcitur in Antonii locum fuc- 
ceflio, —— Illi [Ogtavio} pro- 


pter amplitudinem omnia jam 
ultroque deferenda putat [ Cice- 
ro|,—— Eo tendit,—ut fit illi O- 
Clavius propitius.—— Vidtus eft 
{ Antonius] ut alii [ O&avio] va-. 
caret quod ille obtinuit. Ep. 
Brut. 1. 17. 

[7] Vid&tus—ab Hirtio et Cae- 
fare Antonius, Adverfus C, 


bable 
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bable, that a Triumph fhould be decreed to one 
General and only an Ovation to the other, for the 
very fame action; fo Ofavius did not receive from 
the Senate even the ordinary refpeéts due to his qua- 
lity and command, after the victory of Modena was 
complete (m]. The Vindicator allows, that there 
is no account, in any part of Ciccro’s writings, but 
the /u/peéted Letters, of the honours which he decreed 
after the death of the two Confuls [un]; and it is cer~ 
tain, that Oéavius, when he did enter into the city, 
never took the benefit of this Ovation : the only two 
Ovations, which he ever did take the benefit of, 
being the one after the battle of Phi/ippi, the other 
on occafion of the victory obtained over S. Pompey 
in the Sicilian war [0]. 

THe laft inftance, in which Brutus’s Letter to 
Atticus contradiéts true hiftory, is, “ that Brutus 
‘s had been advifed with concerning a propofal of 
‘¢ marriage, which was offered to Atticus’s daugh- 
‘* ter; whereas Attica, his only daughter, was 
‘* little more than feven years old at this time, be- 
‘© ing born when Cicero was Proconful of Cilicia ; 
*¢ whence he congratulated Atticus by Letter upon 
<* that birth [p].”? The Vindicator could once 
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Caefarem—parum gratus Sena- berentur, fummoto eo, milites 
tus fuit, qui D. Bruto obfidione adloqui. Patere. ib. App. p.574. 
Mutinenfi a Caefare Jiberato,ho- [2] Mid. Ep. of Cic. p. 162. 
nore triumphi decreto, Caefaris not. 21. 

militumque ejus mentionem non [o] Brs ovans triumphavi. 
fatis gratamhabuit. Liv. Epit. Monum. Ancyr. apud Chifhull- 


lib.r1g. D. Bruto, guod alieno 
beneficio viveret, decretus fri- 
umphus, Paterc. 1. 2. c. 62. 
{m] Caefaris adeo nulla ha- 
bita mentio, ut legati, quiad 
exercitum ejus mifht erant, ju- 


Antiq. Afiat.p.172. Bis ovans 
ingrefius eft urbem, poft Philip- 
penfe et rurfus poft Siculum bel- 
lum. Suet in Aug. c. 22. 

fp] Vellem muhi fcripfiffes, 
quae conditiones effent Atticae 
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“< de more [Z]) ;-—— had been nurfed’ all that while 
"4 a / oA 


not 


“in the country ;—— is the gréater care of ber 
<¢ healith;—at a diftance from Romie ;—tubitber foe 
noftrae. Potuiffem aliquid tibi ‘‘:gan to difcover the fame 
de.meo fenfu perferibere, Ep. “* fondnefs ; which gave Cice- 
Brut. i. 17.  Fiholam tuam ti- ‘‘ ro occafon to repay his rail- 
bi jam Romae jucundam effe ‘‘. lery ,with, great politenefs. 
gaudeo, eamque, quam nun- . “ I rejoice, fays he, to per- 
quam vidi,tamenetamoetama- ‘* ceive that you take fo much 
bilem effe certo {cio. Ep.ad ‘* dehght in your little girl. I 
Att. v. 19. “* love her already mylelf, and 

fg] ‘* Atticus had often re- ‘‘ iknow her to be amiable, 

proved Cicero for anexcefs ‘* though I have ever /een 
<‘ oflove to hisdaughter Zz/- ** her.” Life of Cicy. ii. p.301. 

‘ Jia [or rather was to reprove [+] Mid. Pref. Duff. p. 48. 
him for. an excefsof grief on [s]. Ep. adAtt.v. 11. vir, 
occafion of her death] yet 23.9. 4,20hes 
“* he no fooner gota little Ar- [7] sts Ep. of Cic. p. 109. 
‘© zica of his own, than he be- not. 2 

had 
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“* bad been lately brought for the firft time’’?—— 
This, it is afirmed, was the cafe, which gave oc- 
cafion to Cicero’s little compliment , or, otherwife, 
why foould her being at Rome be taken notice of [u}? 

I anfwer, ‘that her being at Rome is mot‘taken no- 
tice of. For, if I may venture to tranflate Cicero’s 
compliment, -after a fecond attempt of the Tranfla- 
tor profeffed, the fenfe of it is; ** I rejoice, that 
*¢ your little daughter gives you {fo much pleafure, 
“* now you are {till at Rome.’ Cicero is here an- 
{wering Aftticus’s Letter ju/? now received, which 
_ acquainted him, that 4¢/icus was continuing {till 
at Rome, but fetting out for Epirus, where «Cicero 
imagines him to be anved B by this time [w]. The 
character of this hafty . pe Afcript, for it is nothing 
elfe, plainly fhews, that Cicero is very warm and 
copious in his compliment; fince he does: not only 
acknowledge the joyful news of Atticus’s -Wiile 
daughter, but declare, ‘* that he loved her ‘alrea- 

dy, though he had never feen her; and+knew 

for certain, that fhe was lovely.”? I cannot indeed 
but admire a peculiarity of the Vindicator’s tafte, 
who, when a profeffed conjolat fon iS written upon 
the death of a beloved wife, can fag oe that the 
lefs which is faid muft ane be the better Ly] but 
when the news of the dirth of a daughter is to be 
acknowledged occafionally, and aoa a variety of 
other concerns, and in a poft{cript, then df és wot 


[wu] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 48,9. quin———jam in Epirum profe- 

[x] Obfignaram jam epifto- -¢tus'fis, etc ———Filidlam taam 
lam, cum »'/ubito’ Appii ta- » tibi jam / Romae jucundam effe 
bellarius—mihi tuas literasred- gaudeo. Ep. ad Att v. 1g. 
didit;.ex> quibus non dubito, Ly] Pref Diflops aor. 
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credible, that Cicero, who was at the wedding too, 
foould pay fo cold a compliment [z]. 

I muft not however diffemble, that he demonftra- 
bly confirms the fuppofition of Aética’s being four 
years old atthis time dy another Letter, written 
from the fame province of Cilicia; in which Cicero 
_fays, © Your little daughter is very obliging, in 
‘* giving you fo ftrict a charge to pay her compli- 
‘© ments to me; which cannot, he pretends, de 
underfiood of a child, who was but five months old 
[2]. Now, inftead of difputing the merit of this 
conclufion, which may be better judged of by o- 
thers, I will oppofe to it another Letter, which 
Cicero writes to Atticus, only a few months before 
the /u/peéted Brutus had hae a match for 4f- 
tica, “* Give a kifs,” fays Cicero, ‘* on my ac- 
‘* count, to dttica, fince fhe is fuch a merry little 
*¢ creature, which is one of the belt figns in chil- 
“< dren [4].”” This, I think, may be fitiaens to 
revindicate our old poten of the dirth and con- 
gratulation upon it; or, at leaft, to prove, that /4- 
tica was not born before Cicero was Proconful of 
Cilicia; till the Vindicator is at leifure to produce 
his more teftimonies, to a better purpose, and from the 
fame Letters {c]. 

In the next place, he fhews a difpofition to 
cavil at ‘* my interpreting, with Adanutius, the 
‘© hint, which Brutus atone concerning certain con- 
‘* ditions offered to Atiicus’s daughter, of the con- 


[x] Mid. Pref. Diff. p.48. | optimum in pueris eft, hilarula 
[2] Ib. p.49. Ep. ad Att, eft, meis verbis fuavium des, 
vi. I. | Ep. ad Att. xvi. 11. 


[6] Atticae, quoniam, quod (c] Pref. Diff. p.. 49. 
ditions 
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*¢ ditions of a marriage ;”’ and by an habit of az- 
glicizing Cicero’s Latim, is willing to interpret it 
of the conditions of he knows not what [d]. But 
would not any man of affairs interpret the propofal 
of a contraét or fettlement for a daughter, of a mar- 
riage-contract or fettlement?  Befides, the word 
conditio or conditiones was by cuftom and the ufe of 
law {pecially and in its propriety attributed to the 
terms of a marriage-propofal or contract [e]. Laft- 
ly, the word is ufed in the fame fenfe by Nepos, 
where he tells us, that the marriage of this very 
Attica with Agrippa was brought about by the me- 
diation of M. Antony, the Triumvir. This mot 
probably happened fome time after the beginning 
of his fecond Triumvirate, when a reconciliation had 
been made between /ugu/tus and Antony, and Agrip- 
pa was arrived at the heighth of his military glory, 
and become the firft Minifter and favourite of Au- 


guftus (f]. 


[d] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 47. 
“* T with you had fent me word 
‘* what are the conditions offer- 
** ed to our Attica.” Ep. of 
Cie. p. 103. 

[e] Filiam ejus—ejecifti alia 
conditione quaefita. Phil. ii. 
38. Conditio proprie dicebatur 
matrimonium, a tabulis nuptia- 
libus, in quibus conyeniebant de 
futuro conjugio parentes aut ne- 
ceflarii fponfi fponfaeve. Graey. 
in loc, ubi plura. In fponfa- 
libus conftituendis—plerumque 
conditiones interpofitis perfonis 
expediuntur. Ulpian. Dig. 1. 
23. tit, 1.1.18. 


(f] ——Effecit, ut M. Vipfa- 
nius Agrippa, cum propter 
Juam gratiam et Caefaris poten- 
tiam nullius conditionis non ha- 
beret poteftatem, potifimum ejus 
diligeret affinitatem, praeopta- 
retque equitis R. filiam genero- 
farum zuptiis; atque harum nu- 
ptiarum conciliator fuit—M. 
Antonius, Triumvir Reip. con- 
ftituendae. Nep. vit. Att. Ap- 
pian. De bell. civ... p. 709. 
M. Agrippam ignobilem loco, 
bonum militia et wioriae fo- 
cium geminatis Confulatibus ex- 
tulit, Tacit. Annal, 1.1. c.3. 
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Bur the Vindicator muft needs difplay ‘his {kill 
in the /aw as well as the /anguage of the Civilians, 
and, to bear up a finking hypothefis, contend, 
that if this hint relates to any propofal of marriage, 
it could mean nothing more, than that fome party had 
been offered, in order to take effect when Attica 
foould be thought ripe for the married ftate[¢|. It 
certainly does mean more, that A#ticus had confult- 
ed Brutus, whether he fhould accept the party that 
was offered; and it will be found difficult to prove, 
that a contract of marriage either cou/d, in the courfe 
of law, or would be made by Atticus, when it was 
not poffible for it to take effect, till after an interval 
of more than four years [b]. In the courfe of law, 
the interval between the e/poufals and the marriage 
might be of ove or more years, upon the allegation 
of juft and emergent caufes, of the /ickne/s of the 
parties, the death of their parents, the commiffion 
of a capital crime, or a journey into foreign parts 
undertaken -upon -neceffary occafions [i]. But let 
the Vindicator prove, that tieus, novlefs the pi- 
ture of antient difcipline and fimplicity in his life, 
thanva curious obferver of antiquities in his ftudies, 
would de/zberately promote an efpoufal of his daugh- 
ter, 77 order to take effec? after fo long an interval ; 
when fuch licentioufnefs was introduced many years 
after, that the “privileges of “uguftus’s law “for the 
encouragement of marriage might be obtained by 
premature efpoufals ; and put that Emperor ‘to the 
expence of. a new. law for reducing the. interval 


{g] Mid. Ep. of Cic. p. 109. 9. et Pomp. tit. 2. 1. 4.: Dion. 
not. 21. Hift. Rom. cee 
Bh] Ulp. Dig. 123, tt.1.1, ~ [2] Cains; Dig. ib. tit. 1.1. 17. 


between 
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between efpoufals and marriage to the fpace of two 
years [k}. 1 muft then ftill infift, againft the unit- 
ed forces of the numerous fuppofitions and ‘exce- 
ptions alledged to the contrary, = 

IX. TuHat 4itica was botn when Cicero ‘was 
Preconful of Cificia; that Brutus’s Letter {uppofes 
Atticus to have confulted him. about’ his accepting’a 
propofal of marriage for her, to take effect a little 
time after; and that therefore Brutus is out in his 
chronology, becaufe he thinks her marriageable 
when fhe was little more than /feven years old, ' 

I pafs on to Brutus’s other famous Letter, the 
Letter to Cicero; in which becaufe I obferved no- 
thing contrary to true Aiffory, there being hardly 
any thing Aiforical in it ; the Vindicator in triumph 
-fays, that fince | can neither find, nor invent an ob- 
jection to it, we mufi neceffarily claim it as genuine, 
whatever may become of the refi [I]. But he forgets 
the declaration which he made at fetting out, ¢hat 
if I can prove any one of the Letters zo be forged, he 
fhall make very little difficulty to give up the ref |m]. 
He forgets too, that I found objections of anothér 
‘kind to this very Letter, and particularly attempt- 
ed to prove, ‘* that fome Sophift, happening to 
“ read the ¢rue fentiments of Brutus in Plutarch, 
‘< took the hint to forge it upon that plan.” Let 
us now fee, whether objections againft it may not 
be found, partly from its want of hiftory, ’ partly 
“from that little matter of hiftory which it das. 


[A] Cumque etiam immatu- + Aug. c. 34. —Avoiy trot diea~ 
ritate fponfarum vim legis  $4‘lw»— Dion. Hitt. Rom-ib. 
eludi fentiret, tempus {ponfas ‘[/] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 50. 
habendi coarétavit. Suet, in (m] Ib. p. 12. 
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In the firft place, Brutus betrays, in the very 
beginning of his long Letter, a confcioufnefs of its 
hiftorical poverty; and tells Cicero with a fcrupu- 
lous diligence, ‘* that he is anfwering only a /it¢le 
*¢ {crip or part of his Letter to Ofavius, which was 
‘* tranfmitted to him by 4fticus[n].’? Here I 
afk, if Cicero’s Letter to Offavius was written 7 
firong and pathetic terms to diffuade him from the 
meafures, which he /eemed to be entering into, to op- 
prefs the Republic, and to revenge bis Uncle’s death 
[o]; why Atticus, who fo highly approved it, and 
doubted not, but that Brutus would be pleafed with it 
too, did not fend Brutus a copy of the whole Let- 
ter, but a part of it, which gave occafion to the pre- 
Sent expoftulation from him? Yt mutt neceffarily be 
faid, either that there were fome things in the Ieet- 
ter which Atticus did not approve, and doubted 
whether Brutus would be pleafed with them ; or, if 
we will fave Cicero’s character at all events, that the 
fending a part of the Letter was rather the fiction 
of a Sophift than the refult of the genuine acts and 
affairs of real life. Is it confiftent with the known 
intimacy of thefe three great men, to conceal from 
one another parts of their Letters, which were 
written upon the moft public and interefting occa- 
fions? Or would not Srutus’s fufpicious and que- 
rulous temper be apt to take the alarm, in a cafe e- 
fpecially where his own fafety was immediately con- 
cerned? Nay, can the Vindicator reconcile this 

[2] Particulam \iterarumtu- ad O&tavium——Ep. Brut. i. 


arum, quas mififti Oftavio, legi, 16. 
miffam ab Attico mihi. Ea- _— [0] Mid. Ep. of Cie. p. 180. 


dem illa pars epiftolae {criptae not. 1. 


inftance 
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inftance of referve with the Clafical fimplicity and 
practice of thefe times in general? or can he match 
it, by the help of all the ftudy, which he would ap- 
pear to have made, of Cicero’s genuine Epifiles ¢ 

In the next place, the part of the Letter, which 
Atticus had fent to Brutus, and which gave occafion 
to the prefent expoftulation from him, was ‘* Cicero's 
‘© fupplication to Oéfavius, that he would allow 
<¢ thofe citizens to live in fafety, who had the good 
‘© wifhes of all honeft men and of the people of 
«© Rome [p].”’> Upon this plan Brutus’s whole 
Letter is formed ; nor is there hardly a fingle fenti- 
ment in it, which is not directed to this one point. 
Here again I afk, in what period of time fuch a 
plan of affairs could poffibly take place, confiftently 
with the exprefs declarations of the Letter itfelf? 
The Vindicator, as if he was aware of the difficulty, 
has marked out, in different parts of his work, two 
precife times, when Brutus firft conceived bis appre- 
henfions of Octavius’s power, and began confequently 
to expoftulate with Cicero, by whofe help he bad 
been advanced to it, One of thefe precife times 1s, 
when he received the news of the change of their af- 
fairs at Rome, where young OGavius was become 
formidable, laid claim to the Confulfbip, and kept about 
him great armies, which the city did not want [q}. 
This time I acknowledge to be precifely adapted to 
the matter of Cicero’s fupplication, Offavius having 
become fufficiently formidable, when he laid claim 


(p] Tam fuppliciter ac de- etur, ‘‘ at eos cives, de qui- 


miffe commendas noftram ‘* bus viri boni populufque Ro- 
falutem ili. Verba tua re- ‘** manus bene exiflimet, falvos 
cognofce. Unum ais effe, ‘ velit.” Ep. Brut.i. 16. 


quod ab eo poftuletur et expe- (9] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 45. 
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to, the Confil/fhip, the firft meafures of which were to 
opprefs the Republic, and to revenge his Uncle's 
death [r]. Cicero however was at the fame time ve- 
ry ill qualified to be a /upplicator for. others, fince 
there was greater need of his /upplicating for him- 
felf to Odfavins, whofe complaints were perfonally 
direéted againft Crcero [5]. But the Vindicator, 
when he comments upon Brutus’s Letter, finds an- 
other preci/e time for Cicero’s fupplication, namely, 
Se after the vitiory of Modena [#]; and the Letter 
felf plainly fuppofes, that Oéavius was ftill car- 
rying on the war again{t Antony, who was flying 
with his /battered forces from Modena [vw]; and. 
that Antony, on the other hand, was dreaded by G- 
cero, only becaufe he was alive and continued 
arms{x]. The Letter likewife, though it intimates 


] Appian. De bell. civ. p. ‘* fucha thought, or had been 

Bit ** tempted on any occafion to 
[s] Hoc eft illud tempus, ‘“* throw out fuch a hint, we 
quo Cicero, infito amore Pom- ‘‘ might have expected to find 
peianarum partium, Caefarem * it im his Letters to Brutus; 
laudandum et fol/endum cenfe- “ yeton the contrary he {peaks 
bat;cum aliud diceret, aliud in- ‘* always of Ofavius in terms 
telligi vellet. Paterc. 1.2.c. 62.“ highly advantageous, even 
Ut cognovit, Antonium poft ‘* where he was likely to give 
fugam a M. Lepido receptum, ‘* difguft by it.” Life of Cic. 


—-—caufam optimatiuin fine y. li. p. 460. 

cunétatione deferuit, ad prae- [rt] J ‘Mid. ip. of Cic. p. 180. 
textum mutatae voluntatis di- mot. I. 

&a fataque quorundam calu- [zw] Si OGavius ullis dignus 


mniatus; quafi—aliiornandum fit honoribus, quia cum Anto- 
tollendumque jactaffent. Suet. 220 bellum gerat; iis, qui illud 
in Aug. c.12. Conf. Plot. in malum exciderint, cujus ze 
Ant. p.923. Dr. Mid. thinks reliquiae {unt, etc. Ep. Brut. 
it incredible, that a man of Ci- 1.16. 

céro’s prudence could ever fay [x] At vide, quanto diligen- 
the words mentioned by Pater- tius homincs metuant, quia. 
culus and. Suetonius. ‘‘ If he Antonius wivat. atque 7m armis 


‘«‘ had harboured,” fays he, ft. Ib... 


a 
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a fufpicion, that the name of Cz/far might be 
prompting Offavius to revenge bis Uncle’s deaths 
yet exprefsly acknowledges, that he had yet done 
nothing but what Czcero commended, and Brutus 
himfelf pronounces highly laudable [y]. Ogfavius 
therefore had not yet /aid claim to the Confulfhip, 
nor entered into any meafures to opprefs the Republic 
and revenge bis Uncle’s death; and the precife time, 
in which. the plan of Brutus’s Letter muft be plac- 
ed, was not only before Ofavius’s demand of the 
Confulfhip, but even before the union of Lepidus 
with Antony [z]. Now I utterly deny, that from 
the victory of Modena to this very period, there can 
be room for Cizcero’s fupplication to Oéfavius, 


“¢ that he would allow thofe citizens to live in fafe- 


‘<< ty, who had the good wifhes of all honeft men 
‘¢ and of the people of Rome.” For whatever may 
be thought of the di/pa/ition of Offavius in this in- 
terval, which, Brutus allows, had not declared it- 
felf by any overt-aé; the Vindicator himfelf al- 
lows, that Cicero imagined, chey were freed, by the 
victory of Modena, from all farther danger in Italy ; 
but their apprebenfions were renewed by Antony?s u- 
nion with Lepidus [a]; and that Brutus too, by 
_ [y] Hicipfe puer, quem Cae-  ‘* league with them, and’ to 


faris nomen incitare wdetur in ** concur in the defign of re- 
Caefaris interfectores,—-Quem_ ‘“* wvenging the death of bis Un- 


quod /audas ob ea, quae adhuc *“ cle. Initead therefore of 
fecit, plane proba: iuat enim ‘* profecuting the.war any far- 
laudanda. Ep. Brut. 1. 16. *‘ ther, he was. perfuaded, by 


fz] ‘© Odtavius waited to ‘ his. friends to. make a demand 
*< fee what became of Antony; ‘* of the Confulfbip.” Life of 
“* till finding him receivedand Cie. v. ii, p45 5- 
** fupported by Lepidus, he [a2] Ep. of Cic. p. 69. not. 
“ began to think it his beft 5, 
* {cheme, to enter into the 
2 Antony's 
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Antony’s defeat and flight out of Italy, feems to have: 
thought the war at an end[b]. But fhould he be 
found to talk differently, as the occafion of any par- 
ticular Letter may require ; it is eafy to fhew from 
the concurring accounts of the old Hiftorians, that 
there is not a point in all that interval, when Ofa- 
vius’s power would admit the fuggeftion, ** that it 
“© depended on his pleafure, whether the Republi- 
** cans fhould be in fafety or not.’® He was then 
fo far from being formidable at Rome, that the Se- 
nate expreffed a contempt of him in its decrees ; 
and both Senate and people were unanimous in 
the opinion, that the war must be at an end, if 
Antony fhould not be received by Lepidus. This 
very event gave occafion to their courting him a- 
gain; when, fome fay, he fo well diffembled his 
refentment of former indignities, that he ftill af- 
fected a dependence on the Senate, and actually re- 
ceived the command of the war againft the united 
Generals [c]._ However this be, undoubted Hifto- 
ry will make good this affertion, “* that Brutus’s 
“* Letter joins together diftant times and incompa- 
“¢ tible affairs; the fuppofition of fo formidable a 
“* power in Offavius, as made him dreaded by the 
* accomplices of Cz/ar’s murder, and /upplicated to 
‘¢ for mercy; which was not till a confiderable 
“‘ time after the union of Lepidus with Antony : 
* and the extreme diftrefs of ztony, while he was 
*« flying from Modena, and the allowed unexcepti- 
‘ onablenefs of Oéfavius’s conduét; which were 
‘ before that union,” 
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[4] Ep. of Cie. p. 78. not. 3. [c] Dion, Hift. Rom. p. 319. 
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1 proceed to the Aiforical confideration of Cicerc’s 
celebrated Letter, or apology for himéelf in anfwer 
to Brutus [d}; but mutt obferve, that, though the 
Vindicator declares it ridiculous to imagine, that 
one end of the Sophiit’s forging thefe Letters might 
poflibly be, to vindicate Cicero’s charafer be lis..ven 
as few /cattered Letters as there are, no lefs than 
three of them confift of a formal vindication of Ci- 
cero’s character [ f]; befides all the occafional vindi- 
cations, which are /cattered through the reft. But 
this apologetical recrimination upon Brutus, which 
concludes the head of vindication, <was written, it 
feems, about the end of July, and anfwers to one 
charge in a Letter of Brutus, dated May 15', af- 
ter a long interval, as the Letter-writer calls it, of 
above two months'g|. Now if, to avoid greater 
irnconveniencies, we mutt perfift, that the anfwer to 
the charge was referved for above two months after 
it was brought by Brutus; notwith itanding the ma- 
ny Opportunities, in the courfe of thefe Letters, of 
making it im the mean time: then I affert, that it 
was referved out of Sophiftic contrivance, to create 
an occafion of running a fine parallel between two 
charges againft Cicero, of ** his being too free and 


** even prodigal in conferring honours,’? and of 


‘* his being too fevere in punifhing.” This in- 
deed is the very truth of the cafe; for there are 
plain traces of an extraordinary management in the 


[d] Ep. ad Brut. ‘i. 15. not. 2. Venio nunc, /ongo fane 
[¢] Mid. Pret. Diff. p.17. — intervall, ad quandam epitto- 
[f] Ep. ad Brut. i.10, 15. lam, qua mihi multa tribuens 
TES unum reprebendebas, etc. Ep. 
(g] Mid. Ep. of Cic.p.159. ad Brut i. 15. Conf.Ep. 4. 
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Sophift, to promote a coincidence of thefe oppofite 
qualities in Cicero’s adminiftration. He delayed for 
above two months the anfwer to Brutus’s charge of 
“<< Cicero’s prodigality in conferring honours ;” and 
he now anticipates, as he exprefsly tells us, Brutus’s 
charge of “ Cicero’s feverity in punifhing.” ** You 
<¢ charged me,” fays Cicero to Brutus, ** with be- 
‘«« ing too free and even prodigal in conferring ho- 
<¢ nours; other people probably with being too fe- 
“© vere in punifhing ; or you yourfelf perbaps with 
“© both. If fo, I defire that my judgment on each 
<< head may be fully known to you[4]. Thus 
having formed an artificial compofition of affairs, 
by collecting paft and future into an auity of time; 
he draws the grand mora/ of the Fable, which is, 

t. “* [Hat the public-weal is comprized in two 
“ things, Rewards and Punifbments [i].’? — But it 
not being his defign to difcufs fo great a point fpe- 
culatively and in general; he exemplifies the do- 
ctrine, 

adly, s¢ Iw the cafe of Rewards ;”’ with an applica- 
tion to his meafures and votes in the Senate from 
the beginning of the war (4].—.Then, ‘* I have 
*< faid enough,”’ fays he, ‘* of Honours ;? and muft 

gily, * Say a word or two of Punifbmenis [1].” 


9 


[4] Unum reprehendebas, [7] Is Remp. duabus rebus © 


quod in honoribus decernendis 
effem nimius et tanquam prodi- 
gus. Tu hoc: alius fortafle, 


quod in animadverfione poena- 
que durior ; nifi fortaffe utrum- 
que tu. Quod fi ita eft, utriufque 
rei mevm judicium tibi cupio 
effe notifimum, Ep. ad Brut. 
4.15. 


contineri dixit, praemzo et poe- 
wa. Ib. 

[4] Sed non tanta de re pro- 
pofitum eft hoc loco difputare. 
Quid ego autem fecutus hoc bel- 
lo fim infententiis dicendis, a- 
perire non alienum puto. Ib. 

[7] Satis multa de honoribus. 
Nunc de poena pauca funt di- 


Here 


Here he takes the benefit of a double application to 
the cafes in contraft, of Cicero’s feverity in his de- 
crees againft Lepidus, and of Brutus’s lenity in his 
treatment of C. Antony. Hence he concludes, 

Lajfily, ** You have now the grounds of my o- 
‘* pinions, as far as they relate to the cafes of Re- 
** wards and Punifhments [m].”’ 

I now appeal to the Reader, whether this ma- 
nagement does not feem to proceed rather from 
Scholaftic meditation, than the genuine acts and af- 
fairs of real life ; or whether the Tranflator or Ihave 
fucceeded better in laying open the deep defign of 
this celebrated Letter or apology for Cicero; which 
feems to receive no little advantage from this fhort 
analyfis of its dramatic conftitution. 

To come to particulars: The Sophift begins his 
long Letter with expofing the impertinence of it. It 
conlifts partly of a laboured and fuperlative chara- 
Cter of Meffalla, the bearer; and partly of that dif- 
play of political wifdom, which we have already. 
teen. As to politics; «*« How is it poffible,” fays 
he, ‘* for me to explain more accurately by Letter, 
‘* though ever fo diligently drawn, the nature of our 
‘* public tranfactions, and the prefent ftate of the 
‘© Republic ; than you will have them explained by 
‘* him, who knows them all moft perfectly, and can 
*¢ defcribe and relate them with the greatef ele- 
“« gance °” — Then as to the charaéer; he begins it 
with telling Brutus, ‘* that there is no occafion to 
** write of what he him/elf already knew, the excel- 
** lence of all good qualities in Meffalla;’? and he 


cenda. Ep. ad Brut. i. 1¢. duntaxat honoris et poenae. 
[~] Habes rationemmearum Ib. 
fenfentiarum, de hoc genere 
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ends it with telling him, ‘* that he had no fet de- 
«< fign to praife Meffalla, efpecially to Brutus, who 
“© was as well acquainted with his good qualities, 
‘© and a better judge of his oratorial accomplifb- 
“<< ments (n).”’ I here obferved, that the moft di- 
ftinguifhing part of Me/falla’s Oratorial character, 
of which Brutus is the better judge, is, << that in 
“< his eloquence, which is wonderfully excellent, 
<* his prudence is {till more confpicuous; fince he 
“¢ had formed himfelf with fevere judgment and 
«* much art to the beft manner of Speaking {o].” 
whereas there had been an eminent and fharp con- 
troverfy, as was before related, between the ¢rue 
Cicero and Brutus, concerning the charatter of perfect 
Eloquence, or the beft manner of Speaking. The 
Vindicator, in anfwer to this, would make the ¢rue 
Brutus full as complaifant as the /u/pected Cicero ; 
and, taking it for granted that Meffal/a ftudied the 
manner of {peaking that Cicero recommended, af- 
ferts for a certainty, that Brutus allowed Cicero to 
be the beft Speaker of bis age. In proof of this he 
alledges, that 7# was at Brutus’s defire, and for his 
information, that Cicero drew up thofe Oratorial 
preces, in which be illuftrates bis own idea of the 
moft perfect way of Speaking [p]. But here the 
Englifh Reader 1s not prefented with the whole cafe, 
which was laid before the Latin one: ‘“ that Bru- 


{~] Quanquam non eft neceffe [0] Quanquam in hac i- 
ea me ad te, quae tibi zota pfa[eloquentia, qua mirabiliter 
funt, {cribere. Cui et vir- excellit] fapientia plus apparet. 
tus illius non minus, quam mi- Ita gravi judicio multaque arte 
hi, xota eft, et haec ipfa ftudia, fe exercuit in verifimo genere 
quae laudo,wetiora. Ep.ad Brut. dicendi. Ib. 

i, 15. [p] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 51, 2. 


LUS» 
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“ tus, after a due examination of thofe very Orato- 
** rial pieces, drawn up at his own defire, declared 
‘** in his Letters both to Cicero and Jétticus, that 
‘¢ they gave him wo information in the point in 
** gueftion ; and that he could not approve of Cice- 
“ ros idea of the moft per feet way of Speaking (q].”? 
It is farther urged, that if I tmagine, that Brutus 
would have been affronted by Cicero’s mention of the 
beft manner, decaufe they had each a different idea of 
it, or that be would have thought the worfe of Mef- 
falla, for ftudying that manner which Cicero recom- 
mended; I judge very weakly of thofe great men. 
And I muft tell the Vindicator, that he difputes 
more weakly, in miftaking the true ftate of the que- 
ftion. Brutus would not have thought worfe of the 
excellence of all good qualities in Meffalla, for his ftu- 
dying that manner of fpeaking that Cicere recom- 
mended; nor would he have been affronted with 
Cicero’s mention of it: but I till do affert, and re- 
quire him to anfwer direétly to the affertion ; 

X. Tuar as the true Cicero could not recom- 
mend the manner of {peaking as the beft, which Bry- 
tus approved, fo none but a Sophift, in an elabo- 
rate recommendation of Meffalla’s cloguence to Bru- 
tus, would exemplify his confpicuous prudence and 
severe judgment in ftudying a manner of {peaking, 
which Brutus difapproved. 

I farther obferved, «* that Cicero’s apologetica| 
‘* Letter feems to copy a miftake from Plutarch 
“and Appian, in fuppofing M4 Brutus to have 
‘* been the author of faving MM. Antony’s life, when 


{g] Ep. ad C, Middlet. p.204,5. Ep. ad Att. xiv. 20. 
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“¢ Cefar was killed ; whereas Decimus Brutus was 
¢¢ the fole advifer of that ftep [r].”? As I expretsly 
declared, that this error of the old Hiftorians was al- 
ready corrected to my hands ; the Vindicator might 
have fpared his invidious reflection, that I would 
feem to perform an extraordinary exploit in correciing 
it [s]: efpecially fince in the fame place I permit- 
ted him to retain the honour of performing a like ex- 
traordinary exploit, in correcting the error, not indeed 
very commonly entertained, ‘+ that of the two Brutus’s 
‘¢ it was Marcus, not Decimus, who was the favour- 
«¢ ite of Czfar, and whofe part in the confpiracy 

‘ furprized people the moft [?]. OS RIS ar catice 
may thew, that of the two Brutus’s the one may be 
eafily miftaken by Hiftorians for the other ;: nor 
will the Vindicator’s next reflection do him any 
credit ; that after | had been fichting fo firenuou/fly 
for Plutarch’s authority, yet now I treat it as a 
mere ienis fatuus, that ferv es only to lead people out 
of the way[uj. As if I might not, with the inge- 
nious MZ, Secouffe, take notice of one miftake of 
Plutarch, which feemed to be derived from the equivo- 
cal fenfe of the Latin proper name; or as if the Vin- 
dicator does not jight firenuou/ly y for Plutarch’s au- 
thority, when he has occafion for it; and treat M/Z, 
Mongault, whom J cited in confirmation of my o- 
pinion, as a mere ignis fatuus, that ferves only to 
lead people out of the way: and therefore furely, in 


[r] VideEp. ad C. Middlet. falje tradition of antiquity. P. 
p- 205, 6. 64. 

[s] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 52. [¢] Life of Cic. v. ii. p. 240. 
He afterwards calls this exp/oit [w} Pref. Diff. p. 53. 
@ great attempt to corre@ the 


the 
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the next edition of his Life of Cicero, he will for- 
get to do juftice to the pains of that true Critic, who, by 
an excellent tranflation and judicious comment upon the 
Epiftles to Atticus, bas made their ufe more obvious 
and acceffible to all [x]. 

He allows me to have proved, from two pa/- 
fages of the Letters to Atticus, <* that the blame of 
<¢ faving Antony mult certainly reft upon ove of the 
‘< Brutus’s only [y] 3’? and he may acknowledge 
my civility, in paffing over his miftake, into which 
he was probably led by this very /u/pecfed Letter, 
‘© that when Caffius, with a majority of the compa- 
** ny, was warmly for killing Autony , the two Bru- 
“¢ tus’s as warmly oppofed and finally overruled 
“¢ it[z].” The former of the paffages was pro- 
duced from a Letter, where Cicero is expreffing his 
apprehenfions from L. Antony’s foldiers, and com- 
plaining of his own intolerable condition fays; ** A 
“* certain Brutus was the caufe ofall this [a].’? Now 
if it is true, that when Cicero, in his Letters to Af- 
ticus, mentions Brutus abfolutely, he always means 
Marcus ; when he mentions Brutus with the {peci- 
fic notation of a certain Brutus, he mutt neceffarily 
mean Decimus.—-The other paffage was taken from 
a Letter,written nearly at the fame time,where Cicero, 
complaining again of Autony’s avowed defign againft 
bis life, and declaring his own determined purpofe to 
fet fail immediately for Greece, in profpect of end- 
ing his days by a more eafy fate, fays; ‘* The 


[x] Life of Cicero, Pref. p. ——Quid ego praetermiflum 2 
AKX> wobis,etc. Ep.ad Brut.i. 15. 
[ y] Mid. Pref. Dil. P- 53- [a] Tov 0 aslo Tov Bperwv 


{x] Life of Cic. v. il. p.234. tissingw. Ep.ad Att.xv. 12. 
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** whole blame of this belongs to Brutus Cay 
Here the Vindicator thinks it manifeft, that Cicero 
could not mean any body but Marcus ; for within 
a line or two after, [peaking fiill of the fame Bru- 
tus, e declares him to be leaving Italy quickly fc}. 
But though Cicero mentions a Brutus by name, as 
leaving Italy, within a line or two after 5 yet it is no 
lefs manifeft, that he mentions him in a different 
Letier, which anfwers to one received from AfLicus 
fince his writing the Letter, in which he blamed 
Brutus [d].  Atticusts Letter informed him, that 
S. Pompey, who was ftill in arms, and kept toge- 
ther confiderabie forces, was received at Cartheia in 
Spain, This information caufed Cicera to enter in- 
to a new deliberation concerning the meafures he 
fhould take, with regard to the two contending 
Generals, Pompey and Antony. The refult is, that 
he fhould haften his embarkation, becaufe the neu- 
trality, which he obferved in the Jate civil war, was 
now become impracticable. He determines, how- 
ever, to fettle his private affairs, the ill ftate of 
which was reprefented by A¥ticus and here fays of 
Antony only, that though he trembled at a foadow, 
yet he feemed to have /aneuinary intentions ; whereas, 
before, he was all de/pair, and perfuaded of Antony's 
avowed defigns againtt his life. 

Bur the Vindicator’s catholic rule is moft extra- 
ordinary, wiz. Wherever Cicero, in his Letters to 
Atticus, mentions Brutus abfolutely, or without a 
prenomen, we may take it for granted, that he means 


[6] Haec omnis culpa Bru- ceptum /eribis: jam igitur con- 

ti. Ep.ad Att. xv. zo. tra hunc exercitum. Ura igi- 
[¢] Mid. Pref.Diffl. p.54. tur caftra? Ib. Conf. Ep. xiv. 
{¢] Pompeium Cartheiae re- 13. xv. 22. xvi. 4. 


Marcus 3 
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Marcus; except where Decimus is fo marked out by 
the context, that we cannot poffibly miftake him [e}. 
For did he think, that Cicero wrote his Letters to 
Atticus, that either be might tranflate them, or [ 
difpute the merits of his tranflations? or could he 
imagine, that wherever Cicero mentioned Brutus, 
as the author of faving Antony, Brutus would not 
be fo marked out by the context, that Atticus could 
not poffibly miftake him? I affert therefore, on 
the contrary, that wherever C/cero mentioned @ 
Brutus, as the author of faving Antony, we might 
take it for granted, that he would woz add the pra- 
nomen of Decimus ; becaufe Atticus mutt know as 
well as Cicero, whether of the two Brutus’s was al- 
ways meant, Thus Cicero, in his eleventh Philip- 
pic, frequently mentions Brutus without a prano- 
men, when he means Decimus, and fometimes when 
he means Marcus; but it is always known, whe- 
ther of the Brutus’s is meant; the one being di- 
ftinguifhed by his relation to the Jéaltan, the other 
by his relation to the Macedonian affairs. On the 
fame account, Cicero, in a Letter to Oc?avzus, men- 
tions Brutus without a pranomen, and yet means 
Decimus, when he fays; ‘* The foldiers might 
‘© have joined the Conluls, or you, or Brutus, and 
« not incurred the penalty of being in atony’s 
“camp [f].” Nay Cicero, in the Letters to 4- 
ticus, mentions Brutus in the fame manner 3 and 
yet the Vindicator himfelf, who believes there is not 


(e] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 54. fraudi ne effet, quod cum Anto- 
[/] Etaut ad Confules, aut niofuiffent. Non. in voc, Adz- 
ad te, autad Brutumadiflent,his tus. 
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@ fingle inftance of it in thefe Letters [ ¢], will be 
glad to acknowledge, that none but Decimus mutt 
be meant. For ina Letter, which is written about 
the middle of Oéfober and gives an account of Ofa- 
vius’s profpects; “ He has got together,” fays Ci- 
cero, “ great forces ; he may be joined by Brutus ; 
“ he profeffes himfelf a General, and makes re- 
** views at Capua [h].” Now itis not clear, front 
the bare context, that Decimus is here meant; but 
itis fufficiently clear from Decimus’s circumftances 
at that time ; and it ought to be very clear to one, 
who fo ftrenuoufly maintains, that Marcus Brutus 
had left ta/y near two months before. 

F Rom the zame of Brutus the Vindicator pafies 
on to the matter of his faving A. Antony’s life. Lf 
we refiec?, fays he, on the different charaéfers of the 
two Brutus’s, we /hould be apt to conclude at once that 
it muji needs be Marcus [i], who could be the author 
of that meafure. Now he himfelf could once repre- 
fent it as a flrange inconfiftency in the charaéfer of 
Marcus, that, to reftore the liberty of bis country, he 
killed bis Friend and Benefaétor, and declares, that for 
the fame caufe he would have killed even his Father « 
yet be would not take Antony’s life, though it was @ 
neceljary facrifice to the fame caufe [x]. M. Mon- 
gault, on the other hand, draws from the character 
of Decimus a very ftrong probability of Ais being 
inclined to fave tony, ‘* becaufe he had ferved 
“with him a long time under Ce/ar [J]. This 


[eg] Mid. Pref. Diff.p. 54. (¢] Pref. Diff. p. 54. 

[4] Firmas copias habet : [4] Life of Cic. v, ii, p. 472. 
Brutum habere potett, etc. Ep. (/] Vide Mong. in Ep. ad 
ad Att. xvi. g. Att. xv. 11. not. s, 


pro- 
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probability will be ftill ftronger, when we obferve, 
that as C. Trebonius, who had likewife ferved 
with Antony under Cefar, did the friendly office of 
taking him ofide, \eft by any mifchance he fhould be 
killed together with Cz/ar in the Senate [m] 5 fo it 
is moft likely, that Deczmus had done the other 
friendly office of prevailing with the Confpirators, 
that be might be pared. Trebonius and Decimus are 
mentioned together by the Hiftorians for their be- 


ing jointly engaged in military expeditions, and di- © 


ftinguifhed by Cz/ar’s intimacy and promotions a- 
bove the reft of the confpirators [7]; and when the 
confultation was held, whether 4ntony fhould be 
invited to bear a part in the con{piracy, Treboniws 
oppofed it; alledging, ‘* that he diftantly founded 
<< Antony upon that fubjeét, when they went toge- 
<¢ ther in great intimacy to meet Cz/ar on his re- 
<< turn from Spain [o].’? The merit of Antony’s f- 
delity, in not giving information again{t Trebonius, 
was likewife alledged in the debate about /aving 
Antony, and moft probably by Decimus, who had 
been privy to the intimate concerns of them both ; 
and the other, public, reafon for {paring Aizéony more 


([m] Quanquam fi interfici D. Brutum praefecits C. Tre- 


Caefarem voluiffe crimen eft, 
vide, quaefo, Antoni, quid tibi 
futurum fit, quem et Narbone 
hoc confilium cum C. Trebonio 
cepiffe notiflimum eft, et ob e- 
jus confilii focietatem, cum in- 
terficeretar Caefar, tum fe @ 
Trebonio vidimus fevocari. Phil. 
li. 14. xiii, 10. Ep. Fam. x. 
28. 

[7] Quibus effectis [navibus] 
—adductifgue Maffiliam, his 

2 


bonium \egatum ad oppugna- 
tionem Maffiliae reliquit. Caef 
Comm. De bell. civ. L 1. ¢. 
AGe Adjectis etiam confilia 
riis caedis familiarifimis omni- 
um, et fortuna partium ejus in 
fummum evectis faftigium, De- 
cimo Bruto et Caio Trebonto, 
Paterc. 1. 2. . 56. 

(o) Plut. in Ant. p. g2i 
Vide fapra Phil, ii. 14. 
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properly came from Decimus, fo noted a Cefarean ; 
** that the act of killing Ce/ar might appear to be 
** an act of Patriotifm, not of Party.” It is ftrange 
that none of thefe circumftances fhould occur to the 
Vindicator, when he confidered the different chara- 
élers of the two Brutus’s; and that he fhould con- 
elude at once, that it muft needs be Marcus, whofe 
authority was able to bring over Caffius and /ixty 
more brave men to bis opinion [p}. But this fingle 
circumftance of their Charaéers, which he men- 
tions, makes no lefs directly againft him, than the 
many which he paffes over in filence. For Deci- 
mius’s authority at this time happened to be ad/e to 
do more than that of all the confpirators together ; 
fince he kept, at his own expence, a numerous band 
of Gladiators, who were to be pofted about the Se- 
nate-houfe, for the protection of the Con{pirators, 
and, if occafion required, for the very execution of 
the fact. 

To proceed to hiftorical teftimonies: The Vin- 
dicator afferts, that Paterculus, @ better author 
than both Plutarch and Appian, had long before af- 
jirmed the fame thing, that they do, of Marcus ; 
that M.Mongault bad declared him/elf of the contra 
ry opinion, but upon the miftaken authority of Pater- 
culus ; and that I, 7 al/ probability, muft have 
feen that miftake, yet thought fit to diffemble it ae 
Now I rather chufe to prove to our Profeffor of po- 
litenefs, that MZ. Mongault did not miftake Pater- 
culus, than to tell him in return, that, in al/ pro- 
bability, he muft have feen it, yet thought fit to pre- 


[p] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 54. [7] Ib. p. 54, 5. 64. not. r. 


tend 
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tend a mifiake. Paterculus introduces his relation 
with obferving by way of 4unal, ** that the year 
‘¢ in which the fact of killing Ce/ar was done, . 
<¢ Brutus and C. Caffius were Pretors; D. Brutus 


‘© one of the Confuls elect. 


Thefe,’? continues he, 


‘¢ with the reft of the Confpirators, being guard- 
“ed by D. Brutus’s band of Gladiators, betook 
‘«* themfelves to the Capitol; when Antony the 
** Conful (whom when Cafius was for killing and 
“¢ for annulling Cz/ar’s will, Brutus oppofed) fent 
‘* propofitions of peace [r].””. Here we may ob- 
ferve, that the Brutus, without a prenomen, muift 
be referred to the D. Brutus, who was fpecially 
mentioned as an /éor, in the relation of what was 
done after the fact of Killing Cefar; not to the 
M. Brutus, who was not {pecially mentioned, as an 
Agior, in that relation; but as a Magifirate in the 
date of the year in which the fact was done. Se- 
condly, the Brutus mentioned in the parenthefis 
muft in propriety of writing be intended of the D. 


{r] Quo anno id patravere 
facinus, {M.! Brutus et C.Caffius 
Praetoreserant; D Brutus Con- 
ful defignatus : Hi ana cum 


conjurationis globo, fipati gia- 
diatorum . Brati mana, Ca- 


pitolium occupavere, cum Cof, 
Antonius (quem cum fimul! in- 
terimendum cenfuiffet Caflias, 
teftamentumque Caefaris abo- 
lendum, Brutusrepugnaverat, — ) 
——velut pacis auctor, liberos 
fuos obfides in Capitolium mi- 
Hey) "Patercr lsat e998.) Niel 
mee note upon this place 

“© Redtius fit, MZ. Brutus et 
“CC C. Caffius Praetores erant ,” 


which is more agreeable to Pa- 
terculus’s manner. So, c. 62. 
Bruto Cea fioqgue provincize —— 


decree es Marcus Bratus et 
Cazus Caflius-—— c: OG aks 
Cafhius ~ Dolabellam — interfe- 


cerat : et AZ. Brutus —le- 
giones extorferat. —Ca/fius Rho- 
dum—ceperat; Brutus Lycios 
devic fee ‘The prenomen like- 
wile of Brutus w bald hardly be 
omitted by Paterculus in the 
date of the time, when Cefar 
was killed, and in dfinguifbing 
the names and quality of thofe 
who were the principal accom- 


plices. 
Brutus 


ye Dee Sapp 


Eat NT 


{2 


ie 


ga) ‘. 


fo. 


>. 


epi etlnds Oe ee aa 


190 Odbfervations on the EPISTLEs 


Brutus, who immediately preceded it. ‘The rela- 
tion in fhort is, ** that the Confpirators feized the 
«< Capitol, being guarded with the Gladiators of 
sf D, Brutus, when Antony (whom Caffus would 
“have killed, but Brutus oppofed) fent propofi- 
“¢ tions of peace.” ‘Thirdly, a good Writer, if he 
intended Decimus, would hardly put the charaé?fe- 
viftic prenomen to Brutus, when he twice mention- 
ed D. Brutus fince any mention was made of M. 
Brutus. There is in the Letters to Atticus an in- 
fiance nearly fimilar to the cafe in hand, where G- 
cero, upon receiving 4fticus’s news of D. Brutus be- 
ing arrived at his Legions, propofes feveral ways of 
conducting himfelf in the prefent conjunéture, and 
atlaft; ‘* It remains,” fays he, ‘* that I fhould 
<¢ betake myfelf to the camp of Sextus, or perhaps 
<© of Brutus [5s]. Here Decimus, who was diftin- 
cuifhed with the pranomen juft before, is moft 
naturally underftood ; and Manutius obferves, that 
Marcus could not be meant, becaufe he had not 
formed any camp at this time[t}. Laftly, there 
was no weed, that Paterculus fhould put the prano- 
men to Brutus, if he had meant Decimus, fince he 
wrote fo long before Plutarch and Appian, that few 
would then be ignorant whether of the Brutus’s 
was meant; and Decimus is fo marked out by the 
context, that we cannot poffbly miftake him, For 
Caffius’s purpofe is faid to have been both to kill 


[s] Quamvis—— mihi jucun- [t] De M. Bruto non eft ut 
da {cripferis de D. Brutiadven- accipi poffit, cui nullae erant 
tu ad {uas legiones ; Reitat, copiae, circa Lanuvium aut An- 
ut in caftra Sexti, aut, fiforte, tium privato comitatu verfanti. 
Bruti nos conferamus. Ep. ad Manut. inloc. 

AltoxlV, 13% 


Antony 
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Antony and to fet afide Ceefar’s will ; and therefore 
the Brutus, who oppofed thefe meafures, is natural- 
ly underftood to be Decimus , fince he was direétly 
interefted in the validity of the will, deing left the 
Second heir of Ceefar’s effate [uv]. Again, Decimus 
is mentioned in company with his dand of Gladiators, 
which was the means of effectually giving oppofi- 
tion to Cafius ; and therefore the Brutus, who is 
mentioned as having oppofed Caffius, cannot well be 
underftood to be any other than Decimus. 

Bu-r the Letters to Atticus afford an inftance, 
which is ftill more fimilar to the paflage of Paser- 
culus, and manifeftly evinces, that Caffus and De- 
cimus were particularly concerned together in the 
affair of faving Aatony. Cicero, relating the confe- 
rence, which he ‘held at Antium with M. Brutus 
and Caffius concerning their accepting the ignomi- 
nious commiffions, obtruded on them by Axtony, 
of buying corn for the ufe of the Republic ; 
‘© Then,” fayshe, ‘* they (AZ. Brutus and Caffius] 
** made many complaints of their lofs of opportuni- 
‘* ties, and Cafius moft of all; and blamed Decimus 


(u} —Nominavit D.Brutum 
etiam in fecundis heredibus. 
Suet. in Caef.c.83. Patercu- 
fuss account is very remark- 
able : Quem [Antonium } 
cum fimul interimendum cen- 
fuiffet Caffius, teflamentumaque 
Caefaris abolendum, Brutus re- 
pugnaverat, dititans, zibi/ am- 
plius civibus praeter Tyranni, ita 
enim appellari Caefarem facto 
ejus expediebat, petendum effe 
Jfanguinem. Lib. 2.¢.568. Whe- 
ther of the Bratus’s is here 


meant, Paterculus himfelf tells 
us by and by, where he re~ 
flects on Decimus’s being killed 
a little time after: Juftiffimas 
optime de fe merito— C.Caefari 
peenas dedit. Cujus cum pri- 
mus omnium amtcorum fuitter, 
interfector fuit, et fortunae, ex 
qua fructum tulerat, invidiam in 
aullorcem relegabat ; cenfebatque 
aequum, quae acceperat a Caefa- 
re, retinere: Cacfarem, gui illa 
dedevat, periff2, Cap. 64. 


(4 


feverely 


yee ates bry 


£9 


ne ADA 


serie! 


Sat 
as 


mek ae 


192  Obfervations on the EPISTLES 


<¢ feverely on that account [x].’’ I alledged this 
paflage for a decifive proof, that Decimus was the 
author of faving Antony in direct oppofition to Ca/- 
fius 5 the conference turning on the fubject of 4x- 
tony’s tyranny, M. Brutus being himfelf a party in 
making the complaint, and Caffius fixing on Deciinus 
as the fpecial object of his refentment. The Vindi- 
cator found himfelf here in great need of all the vi- 
gour of confidence and afperity of reflection, and 
by the multitude of his objections betrays a fenfe of 
their weaknefs; which will farther appear as we 
give them a diftinct examination. 

In the firft place, there were, it feems, many other 
opportunities, which they loft, after Caefar’s death [ y]; 
i.e. which M. Brutus and Caffius loft; the lofs of 
which, therefore, neither of them could poffibly 
charge to Decimus’s account. For the Apologift 
for Cicero’s Life very well knew, ‘* that M. Brutus 
<< and Caffius, as Pretors, fhould, immediately af- 
« ter Ceefar’s death, have called the Senate into 
‘¢ the Capitol, and proceeded to fome vigorous 
* decrees for the fecurity of the public tranquillity : 
“¢ but Brutus was for marching calmly, and gh 
¢ all due refpect to the authority of the Conful [z 
The Apologift for the Letters proceeds, in the Gp 
{train of Ariftotelic feverity, to mention other op- 
portunities, which they, M. Brutus and Caffius, loft 
after they were driven out of Rome, by refolving to 


aa) 


a 


[x] Multo inde fermone [zx] Life of Cicero, v. ii. p, 
querebantur, atque id quidem 251. Meminifti me clamare, 


Caffius maxime, amiffas occafjo- -——Senatum in Capitolium a 
eS 5 Yaa graviter ac- Praetoribus vocari? Ep, ad Att. 
cufabat. p. ad Att. xv. 18. XIv. 10. 


Ly) Mid. Baek Diff. p. 56. 
live 
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live quiet and retired, and rejecting the affiftance of 
all Italy, which was eager to arm itfelf in their caufe 
[2]. Thefe, he concludes, were rhe loft opportuni- 
ties, which Caffius, a Preetor, lamented, and charged 
to the account of Decimus; who was no Pretor, nor 
appears to have had any particular concern in thefe 
tranfactions. 

Bur perhaps, by a new rule of method, the 
proof is to follow the conclufion ; for the per- 
fon of Decimus is introduced by and by, and 
charged with doing fomething when Brutus and 
Caffius bad withdrawn themfelves from Rome [o]. 
Now this is liberal enough, to difcharge him of the 
blame of lofing any opportunities, which offered 
before Brutus and Caffius had withdrawn them/elves 
from Rome. For Cicero, in his Letter to Atticus, 
exprefly tells us, ‘* that he interrupted Caffias, al- 
*¢ ledging to him, that he fhould not revive the 
““ memory of things done and over; and hinting 
** what might have been done befides what was in- 
“* timated by Coffins, viz. that the Senate fhould 
** have. been called into the Capitol, the fpiric of 
*¢ the people encouraged, and the whole Common- 
‘¢ wealth feized into their hands [c].”? It is plain 
then, that Cicero, who was rebuking Caffus for re- 
collecting old paffages, would not carry his recital 
Jarther back than Caffius had done ; and there can- 
not poffibly be any opportunity left for Deczmus 

[a] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 56. citari, totam fufcipere Rempu- 

lei boipt sm blicam, etc. Ep. ad Att. xv. 

[¢] Ego negabam oportere 11. Ils’agit ici de ce qui fe 

praeterita; —cumque ingreflus paffa a la mort de Célar; et 

effem dicere quid oportuiffet,— eft pour cela que Cicéron dit, 

Senatum vocari, populum ar- qu’il ze falloit pas rappéler le 
dentem ftudio vehementius in- pofé. Mongaule. in loc. 
to 
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co lofe, but that of killing Astoxy. However, the 
Vindicator has gaified an opportunity of tranflating 
a Jong Letter of Decimus to Brutus and Caffus ; 
which he does well to excufe by premifing, that 2 
gives fome light to other queftions, which may fall in 
our way, in the progress of this difpute (a). 

He introduces his tranflation with Jaying down 
three fats, of which there is not a fingle one proved, 
and every one is very probably falfe, wz. that 
Brutus and Cafius had withdrawn themfelves from 
Rome ;——that Decimus continued ftill privately in 
the city; ——and that he continued there to nego- 
tiate with mtony, by the mediation of /urtzus, 
fome meafures for their common fafety.—In the firft 
place, he does not fo much as attempt to prove, 
though he argues from it afterwards as an acknow- 
ledged fact [e], ‘¢ that Brutus and Cajfius had with- 
«© drawn themfelves from Rome 2’ but Decimus’s 
Letter, in the original Latin, affords a very ftrong 
proof of their continuing ftill in the city. Part of 
the information, which FHirtius gave to Decimus, 
was, ‘© that Aztomy declared himfelf to be of opi- 
«© nion, that none of the Confpirators continue 
<¢ with fafety in the city, where the foldiers and 
«© populace are fo much irritated [f].? That 
thefe Confpirators ftill continuing in the city were 


(d] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 57- Ib..p. 66. 

fe} “ Brutus and his accom- [f] Nam fe neque mihi 
«¢ plices quitted Rome directly provinciam dare poffe ajebat, 
“* ypon that very occafion (i. neque arbitrari, tuto in urbe 
¢. the tumults that enfued up- e¢fe quenguam noftrum, adeo 
on Cefar’s faneral | which is effe militum concitatos animos 
‘* copfrmed, as we bave feen a-~ etplebis. Ep. Fam. xi 1. 
« boye, by Decimus’s Letter.” 


2 Brutus 
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Brutus and Caffus, is plain from Decimus’s own ob- 
fervation upon it: * I imagine,” fays he, <* you 
‘© find both thefe articles to be falfe; and that Hir- 
** 4ius obferves to me truly, that Antony is only a- 
“* fraid left, if perfons of our quality have any 
** countenance fhewn us, they fhould retain no 
** fhare in the management of affairs CA)?» Lhis 
very pafiage is likewife a demonttration of Decimus’s 
not continuing in the city at thistime; fince he 
can zmagine only the report to be falfe, which y- 
‘ony gave out to Hirtius, “ of the foldiers and po- 
** pulace being fo much irritated, that none of the 
“* Confpirators continued with fafety in the city.” 
The only proof which is offered to the contrary 
is, that Decimus negotiated with Antony, by the 
mediation of Hirtius ; and yet, when I alledged, in 
proof of Brutus and Caoffius’s frill continuing in the 
city, that they held a perfonal conference with 41- 
tony, then actual Conful; the Vindicator would not 
allow this to imply, that they muft neceffarily be in the 
city : nay, he could declare it sof? probable, that their 
conference with Antony was held out of the city [bh]. 
In my turn, I declare it moft probable, that Decimus 
did not continue {till in the city, from this very circum- 
{tance itfelf, becaufe it was neceflary for Hirtius to 
bring him information of the di/pofition of Antony, 
who was in the city, and laying claim to Décimus’s 
province of the Hither Gaul; on which account De- 
cimus in particular could not continue with fafety in 


[g] Quorum utrumque effe dignitatis noftrae habuiffemus, 
falium puto vos animadvertere; nullae partes iis in Rep. relin- 
atque illud effe verum, quod querentur. Ep. Vamecis1. 
Hirtius demonftrabat, timere — [4] Mid. Pref, Diff. p. 66. 
Gum, ne, fi mediocre auxilium 
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the city. Laftly, if the Vindicator imagines, that 
Decimus was deputed by Brutus and Caffus to nego- 
tiate with Antony, by the mediation of Hirtius, fome 
meafures for their common fafety; neither is this 
true. For Decimus, by his own advice, demanded 
an honorary legation for himfelf and others, and per- 
haps for Cicero among the reft, who might be dif- 
pofed to depart out of Italy [4]; nor did he know 
that Brutus and Caffius would purfue the fame mea- 
fures, but afks them in this very Letter, and at the 
fuggeftion of Hirtius himfelf, whether he fhould 
undertake any thing on their account [&]. 

From this notable introduction we pafs to the 
reflections upon Decimus’s Letter 5 where the Vin- 
dicator is not more happy in advancing his proda- 
bilities, than he is already found to be in laying 
down his fads. It appears, fays he, from this Let- 
ter, that, when Brutus and Caffius had withdrawn 
themfelves from Rome, Decimus advifed them to fit 
frill for the prefent, and to attempt nothing vigorous ; 
but to retire even out of Italy, and expect what chance 
might offer to them{l}. In the firft place, Decimus’s 
advice could not occafion the /ofs of opportunities, 
which Caffius lamented, becaufe it was not given 
before the opportunities, referred to by Ca/iius, were 
actually /of#, and before the Confpirators, as Cicero 


[7] Cum in hisanguftiis ver- xiv. 5. 
farer, placitum eft mihi, ut po- [4] Pro Caffio et te fi quid 
ftularem legationem liberam mi- me velitis recipere, recipiam. 
hi religuifque noftris, ut aliqua Poftulat enim hoc Hirtius, ut 
caufa proficifcendi honefta quae- faciam. Ep. Fam. xi. 1. 
reretur. Ep. Fam. xt.1. Mex (/] Mid. Pref. Diff. p.°57; 
am ftultam verecundiam, qui 60. 
legari noluerim! Ep ad Att. 


often 
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often laments, bad already ruined their caufe, by giv- 
ing Antony Jeifure to recollect himfelf {m|. Second- 
ly, the advice to retire out of Italy for the prefent, 
and expel what chance might offer, was not follawed 
by Brutus and Caffius ; but if it had been followed, 
would probably have retrieved the opportunities, 
which were already loft. For, laftly, the advice 
was exactly the fame, which Cicero himfelf gave 
them a confiderable time after; when, Cemg aif- 
pleafed to fee Brutus it idle, be advifed him and Caffius 
to accept a commiffion and to go abroad, 1, €, to retire 
out of Italy; where they might have an opportunity 
of fecuring fome of the provinces and armies to their 
interefts , but this advice was alfo rejeéted [1]. 

Tue Vindicator’s fecond probability is, that De- 
cimus, in the next conference with Hutius, aéfually 
engaged bis word for Brutus and Caffius, that they 
foould undertake nothing againft the public quiet, but 
live retired at a diftance from Rome{[o}. So Deci-. 
mus mutt occafion the Jofs of opportunities, by ad- 


vifing them to retire out of Italy, and by engaging 


for them, that they fhould zot retire out of Italy, 
but dive retired at a diftance from Rome. Second- 
ly, there is not the leaft foundation, as we have 
feen, in the Letter, for fuppofing that Decimus did 
atfually engage any thing in their name.  Latftly, 
Cicero himfelf again, aconfiderable time after, aéZu- 
ally engaged his word for them to the fame irtius, 
when he was in the country, that they fhould woz 
retire out of Italy, nor undertake any thing againft 
[m] Life of Cicero, v. . p.  dendum ex Ttafia.——S$i melior 
$55 caus fuerit, revertemur Romam. 
[z] Mid. Pref. Diff. p.68. Ep. Fam. x1. 1. 


Dandus eft locus fortunae, ce- [o] Pref. Diff. p. 60. 
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the public quiet [p]; nor is there any appearance of 
flirtius’s infiting with Cicero, that they fhould con- 
tinue to purfue the conduct, which had been former- 
ly promifed in their name by Decimus. 

THE laft probability is, that Decimus engag- 
ed for Brutus and Cajffius, on the condition of 
a promife from Antony, that he would enfure 
their fafety, and calm the diforders of the city and 
reftore peace to the Republic. ‘For this, it is urg- 
ed, was the conduét, which they aftually purfued, and 
which they profeffed to purfue by Antony’s advice, 
and froma dependence upon his promifes{q]. Now 
Antony’s promifes, on which they depended, were 
about as long before, as their engagement made by 
Cicero was after the time of Decimus’s negotiation, 
For Antony, upon the event of Ce/ar’s death, moft 
folemnly engaged, and gave his Son an Hoftage for 
the performance, that he would en/ure the fofety of 
the Confpirators, calm the diforders of the city, and 
reftore peace to the Republic [r] ; and it is manifett, 
that Brutus and Ca/fius profeffed to purfue peaceable 
meatures, from that very moment, by Antony’s ad- 
vice, and from their dependence on his promifes [5]. 


[p] Brutus et Caffius utinam 
“per te exorentur, ne quod 
calidius meant confilium. Ce- 
dentes enim haec ais fcripfiffe. 
~—Retine, obfecro. te, Cicero, 
illos. Ep. Hirt. ad calc. Ep. 
ad Att. xv. 6. Refcripfi, 
nil illos ca/idius cogitare, idque 
confrmavi. Ep. Cic. ib. 

[9] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 60. 

[] Praeclara tum oratio M. 
Antonii, egregia etiam volun- 
tas: paw denique per eum, et 


per liberes ejus cum pracfanti/- 
femis civibus  confirmata eft. 
Phil. i. 1. ii. 36. Confal An- 
tonius pacis autor, liberos 
{uos obfides in Capitolium mi- 
fit, fidemque defcendendi tuto 
interfectoribus Caefaris dedit. 
Paterc. 1. 2. ¢. 58, 

[s] Nos ab initio fpectaffe 
otium, nec quidquam aliud li- 
bertate communi quaefiffe, exi- 
tus declarat. Fal/ere nemo nos 
potelt nifi tz, Tibi enim uni 


po) 
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—In fhort, it is hard to fay for what purpofe De- 
cimus’s Letter was at all concerned in our difpute, 
except the Vindicator was willing to give a {peci- 
men of the way, which he properly mentions on this 
very head, of fupporting difcoveries by multiplying 
conjeftures, infiead of teftimonies, and proving one by- 
pothefis by another (t}. 

To return with him then to Cicero’s teftimony : 
What, {ays he, is moft remarkable, the fat?, of Mer- 
cus’s being the author of faving Autony, ts confirm- 
ed by Cicero bimfelf, and in that very Letter which 
I alledged to confute it {u}; where Cicero, after re- 
lating ‘¢ how the company had complained of their 
‘¢ lofs of opportunities, and Ca/lius moft of all, 
‘¢ blaming Decimus feverely for it,” fays; ‘* that 
‘¢ when he himfelf entered upon the mention of 
‘< what ought to have been done, and yet obicrved 
‘© nothing new, but what all the world faid at that 
‘© time 3; nor even fo much as touched upon that 
« point, that fomebody elfe fhould have been kil- 
“© Jed; but only that they ought to have {ummon- 
«¢ ed the Senate into the Capitol, encouraged the 
‘¢ zeal of the people, and undertaken the whole 
“ Commonwealth: Servilia ecricd out, [ never 
‘¢ heard any body talk at this rate before, Upon 
“© which,” fays Cicero, *¢ I wentno farther [x ].” 


credidimus, et credituri fumus. practerea oportui/fe Lange 3 fed 


Ep. Fam.’ x1. *2. Senatum vocari, populum ar- 
[¢] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 56. dentem ftudio vehementius in- 
(u} lb. p. 61. citari, totam fufcipere Rempu- 


[x] Cumque ingreffus effem blicam: exclamat tua familia- 
dicere quid oportuiflet, nec ve- ris; hoc vero neminem unquam 
ro quidquam novi, fed ea quae audivi. Ego repreili. Ep, ad 
quotidie omnes 3 nec ramen il- Att. xv. tt, 
lum locum attingere, quenquam 
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Had the Vindicator read the paffage thus intire, he 
could not poffibly obferve upon it, that the loft 
opportunities, mentioned by Cicero, were thofe that 
Caffius lamented and charged to the account of Deci- 
mus [y]: for Servilia tells us the dire& contrary ; 
befides that it was not poffible for Caffius to charge 
to the account of Decimus what was properly 
chargeable to his ow account. The fubject of Ci- 
cero’s complaint is evidently differenced from that 
of Cafius’s; and the fubject of Ca/ffius?’s complaint 
is intimated by Cicero’s faying, that he himfelf did 
not touch upon the point, that any one elfe foould bave 
been killed. Cicero’s caution, about touching the 
affair of faving Antony, did not flow from his refpect 
to M. Brutus, who was prefent ; for Cicero ufed no 
caution in blaming the lofs of opportunities, which 
was Chargeable to the account of Brutus and Caf- 
fius only; though they were both prefent. Nay, 
however boldly it is affirmed, that Cicero’s caution 
could not flow from any ether motive, but bis refpect 
to M. Brutus [z]; yet the paflage itfelf plainly fug- 
gefts another motive of Cicero’s caution, which 
would not reftrain Caius, naturally of a fiery {pirit, 
and now inflamedagainft Antony by anew provocation 
[2], from touching the sender affair of faving Anto- 
zy. This motive, in fhort, was the awe of Servj- 
ia’s prefence, who was a woman of {pirit and in-~ 
trigue; in great credit with the Ceefarean party ; 
yet bad fuch a foare in all the counfels of Brutus, 
that it made Cicero the lefs inclined to enter into 


[y] Md. Pref. Diff. p- 62. diceres) fe in Siciliam non itu- 
[<] Ib. rum. Ep.ad Att. xv. 11. 
{a} Caflius (Martem fpirare 


them, 
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them, or to be concerned with one, whom he could not 
truft [b]. Cicero himfelf obferves to Atticus, what 
great caution he ufed on this very accounts and 
yet could not efcape Servilia’s rebuke, upon which 
he was immediately /lenced: and Cicero, in the pre- 
fence of Servilia efpecially, would cautioufly avoid 
touching on the point of any one’s being killed with 
Cefar ; for her daughter Funia was married to Le- 
pidus, who was deftin’d to fuffer the fame fate with 
Antony, if the more moderate counfels had not 
taken place [c]. 

In fupport of my interpretation of Cicero, I con- 
tented myfelf with alledging the fingle modern au- 
thority of MM. Mongault, who thus comments upon 
the paflage ; ‘* Paterculus tells us, that Ca/fus was 
“< for having Antony killed together with Cea/ar, 
‘© and that D. Brutus oppofed him. Plutarch and 
“© Appian, who often copy him, fay that it was M. 
<< Brutus; but there. is reafon to judge from this 
“ paffage, that it was Decimus.” Here the Vindi- 
cator fees, that M. Mongault buz/ds bis interpreta- 
tion upon the teftimony of Paterculus, in which be 
happens to be wholly miftaken ; and {peaks again of 
the opinion, which M. Mongault had declared, but 
upon the miftaken authority of Paterculus (d]. I, for 
my part, clearly fee, that MM. Mongault builds his 
opinion upon the paffage of Cicero, which he in- 
terprets. But by and by neither Cicero nor Pater- 
culus rauft have the honour of being the foundation 


[5] Life of Cicero, v.ii. p. Ep. ad Att. xiv. 8. Paterc. 1. 
207), 22 Ce 00s . 

[c] "ECerctcalo— x rev Ade (d] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 63, 
oiSov croxleves. Dion. Hift. and 64.not. 1. 
Rom. p. 248. De Junia vid. 
of 
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of M. Mongault’s opinion; for we are farther told, 
that he was drawn inadvertently into his miftake 
by two eminent Commentators, Bofius and Popma, 
whe had declaved the fame opinion before him. As 
to the charge upon myfelf of vo mall difingenuity in 
this ufe of M. Mongault’s teftimony, and of being 
more follicitous to eftablifh an bypothefis, then the 
‘rath [e]; the juftice of it may be judged of from 
the iffue of our argument. 

XI... I have proved then, againft Plutarch and 
Appian, who might eafily derive their miftake fron: 
the equivocal fenfe of the Latiz name; from Pater- 
culus, who isa better author than them both; and 
from Cicero, who is a better author than them all ; 
and from Cicero and Paterculus compared together, 
who are excellent comments upon each other; and, 
laftly, from the great probability of the thing itfelf, 
*¢ that D. Brutus was the author of faving Antony's 
** life, when Ce/ar was killed.” My interpreta- 
tion of Crcero is farther confirmed by the teftimo- 
nies of M. Mongault, a true Critic; and of Bofius 
and Ropia, two eminent Commentators; but it is 
put paft all doubt by the context of Cicero, which 
confines the matter of complaint againft Decimus te 
the very time of Cz/ar’s death; and by the Vindi- 
cator’s painful and fruitlefs attempt to fhew, that 
Caffius could feverely complain of Decimus on any 
other account than his faving duéony. The fulpedt- 
ed Letters then confeffedly making M. Brutus the 
author of that meafure ; this is one decifive proof 
of their being fpurious. 


[¢] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 64. not. 1. 


between Crcero and M. BRUTUS, 203 


Tue Sophift proceeds in his genuine character, 
and is imitated by his brother Apologift, the Bio- 
grapher [f], to compare the conduct of Cicero and 
Brutus, from the time of Czfar’s death, with re- 
gard to the three principal periods of their con- 
tinuance in the city, of their leaving the city, 
and of their leaving Jtaly [g]. On the firft 
head, indeed, it feems neceffary to introduce twa 
Sophifts, inftead of one, who would very naturally 
think themfelves obliged to undertake the popular 
province of vindicating Cicero’s political manage- 
ment from the death of Cafar and the beginning of 
the war that enfued upon it [2]. The elder and 
more intelligent Sophift fays, that, in the interval 
between the memorable Ides of March and Brutus’s 
leaving the city, Cicero was the more active of the 
two; and that Lepidus and Antony were the perfons 
afraid of peace, and enemies to the public quiet, rating 
frefh difturbances in the State [i]. This is agreeable 
to true hiftory: for Cicero, upon the event of Cz- 
far’s death, advifed the Pretors to convene the Se- 
nate into the Capitol, and to make fome vigorous 
decrees for the public fecurity ; but Brutus was for 
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{g] Quid ego autem fecutus 
hoc bello fim in fententiis di- 
cendis, aperire zon alienum puto. 
Pott interitum Caefaris, etc. 
Ep. ad Brut. i. 15. 

[/] Illud xecefe me ad te 
feribere, quid fentirem de fota 
conftitutione Aujus belli, et quo 
judicio effem, quaque fententia. 
Ib..i. 7% . 


acres, vos fortaffe fapientius ex- 
ceffiftis urbe. Inftrumentum 
regni delatum ad Lepidum et 
Antonium; quorum alter in- 
conftantior, alter impurior, u- 
terque pacem metuens, inimicus 
oto. His ardentibus pertur- 
bandae Rezp. cupiditate Ib. 
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marching calmly, and with all due refpect to thé au- 
thority of the Conful [2]. Lepidus and Antony, 
on the other hand, were the perfons induced by in- 
clination, and invited by the call of the populace, 
toraife difturbances in the State, on the fole pretence 
of vindicating Ce/ar’s murder [J]. But the other 
Sophift, by miftaking the objeé&t of Cicero’s attivi- 
ty, which was exerted only to provide for the pu- 
blic fecurity in a con/titutional way, makes him thus 
declare himfelf to Brutus; <* It was always my 
** advice,” fays he, ‘* to fet the Public free, not 
“¢ only from the Tyrant, but Tyranny itfelf. You 
** were for milder counfels.-—In that early time all 
‘¢ your aims were bent on peace, which was not 
‘** to be obtained by Speeches: mine on liberty, 
which cannot be without peace; but peace, I 
declared, was to be procured only by war and 
“* by force of arms [m].’? —Here the Sophift pre- 
fents us witha complication of his blunders ; for the 
accomplices and their abettors, having nothing to do 
in that early time of Ce/ar’s murder, but to keep 
upon the defenfive, from an apprehenfion of a legal 
profecution, or a retaliation by force of arms ; were 
ail to a man for the milder counfels of peace: and Ci- 


[4] Memimiftine me clama- sit. 


re, illo ipfo primo Capitolino 
die, Senatum in Capitolium 
@ Praetoribus vocari? Dii im- 


mortales, quae tum opera effici 
potuerunt! Ep.ad Att. xiv. ro. 
Hlam /effionem Capitolinam mi- 
hi non placuiffe, tu teflis es. 
Ep. 14. Comp. Life of Cic. v. 
bE 72 CH at 

{7} Appian. De bell. civ. p. 


[mm] Scis mihi femper pla- 
cuiffe, non rege folum, fed re- 
gno liberari Rempublicam. Tu 
lenius Recenti illo tempore 
tu omnia ad pacem, quae ora- 
tione confici_ non poterat ; ego 
omnia ad libertatem, quae fine 
pace nulla eft; pacem ipfam 
bello atque armis effici poffe ar- 


bitrabar,. Ep ad Brut. ii. 7. 


Cera 
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cero in particular imagined, that peace was to be oé- 
tained by Speeches, and did himlelf, the third day 
after Cefar’s death, make an excellent Speech in the 
temple of Ze//us; decreeing an amnefiy for what 
was paffed, and laying the foundation of their future 
tranquillity [n|: nor can any thing be more incon- 
fiftent with the neceffity of Brutus’s affairs at that 
time, than that his aim fhould not be bent on peace ; 
or with known fact, than that Cicero fhould even 
entertain the thought of a peace being to be procured 
only by war and by force of arms {o]. Here nothing 
is offered in defence of the Sophift but a mifrepre- 
fentation of his original Latin: for, whereas he is 
fpeaking, in imitation of his elder brother [p], of 
what was done in that early time of Czfar’s death, 
and while Brutus ftill continued in the city; the En- 
glifo Tranflator makes him fpeak of what was 
done im that time of our \ate confufion, and afferts 
that Brutus’s conduct, after be was driven out of 
the city, is the ground of Cicero’s expoftulation with 
him in the firft part of this Letter, though he owns 
that Cicero, in the fame part of the Letter, reminds 
Brutus of bis original miftake, in faving Antony, at 
the time when Ceefar was killed [q}. 

([#] Poft diem tertium veni ther infiance of imitation ; Sru- 
in aedem Telluris Phil. ii. dia non deerant arma pofcen- 
Sige In quo templo—jeci tium, quorum reprefimus impe- 
fundamenta pacts ; atque o- tum. ardoremque reftinximus. 
mnem memoriam difcordiarum Ep. ad Brut. u. 7. Evrexerat 
oblivione fempiterna delendam . enim, fe civitas in retinenda li- 
cenfui. [b.i. 1. bertate confentiens. —— Italiae 

[o] Habes igitur—inimiciffi- faa vobis fudia profitenti remi- 
mum ofii, id eft, Brutz. Ep. fifis.. Ib 1.15. 

‘ad Att. xiv.2. Conf. Appian. = [g] Mid. Ep. of Cic. p. 33, 


De bell. civ. p. 511. 39. not. I. 
[p] There feems to be ano- 
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CoME we to the /econd point of comparifon of 
Cicero and Brutus, “ their leaving the city.” I 
obferved, “* that our hiftorical Apologift, upon the 
** authority of the epiftolary one, advances the fact, 
“¢ that Cicero did not leave Rome till Brutus and 
“* Caffius had left it: whereas it appears from Cice- 
ro’s genuine Letters, that he left Rome prefently 
after the affembly of the Senate, which was held 
“* in the temple of Tellus [r].” The whole of my 
affertion may be eafily maintained ; but I thought 
it enough for my purpofe to fhew, that Cicero was 
private in the country, when Brutus and Caffius 
were full continuing in the city. The decree of the 
Senate, which confirmed Cz/ar’s aéts, was made in 
the temple of Ted/us on the 17*t of March [s] 3 and 
Antony, who recalled S. Clodius from exile in confe- 
quence of that decree, but was fo complaifant to 
Cicero as to afk his confent, tells him by letter ; 
‘* that through his /udden departure from the city 
‘* he had not the opportunity of requefting it by 
‘* word of mouth [r].”? Hence it is probable, that 
Cicero was not prefent in thofe fubfequent affem- 


[*] Vos fortaffe fapientius 
excefiftis urbe-——Itaque cum 
teneri urbem a parricidis vide- 
rem,nec ¢e in ea nec Caffium tuto 


in aedem Telluris. Phil. ii. 3 ¢. 
—Multo firmius aa Tyranni 
comprobatum irl, quam in Je/- 
duris. Ep. ad Att. xvi. 14. 


effe pofle, eamque armis oppref- 
fam ab Antonio: mihi quoque 
ipft efle excedendum putavi. Ep. 
ad Brut. i. 15. Life of Cic. y. 
li. p. 258. Ep. ad C. Middlet. 
p- 208. 

(s] Quae tua fuga—praecla- 
ro illo die [Idibus Martiis ?]— 
Neque te z//s die, neque poffera 
vidi. Poft diem sertinm veni 


{+] Occupationibus eft factum 
meis, et /ubita tua profe&ione, 
ne tecum coram de hac re age- 
rem. A Caefare petii, ut 8. 
Clodium reftitueret : impetravi. 
Videor debere tueri com- 
mentarium Caefaris. Ep. An- 
ton. ad calceny Ep. ad Att. xiv. 
13. 


blies 
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blies of the Senate, in which Autony was required 
to fpecify the particulars of Ce/ar’s acts and com- 
mentaries, when he declared that only one perjon, 
i. e. 8. Clodius, was reftored trom exile by them {1}. 
Cicero had his reafons for his /udden departures for 
addreffing himfelf to Antony, on the event of that 
very 19% of March, ‘* What a day,”’ fays he, 
<< was that to you? For though you fhewed your- 
<< felf my enemy o# a fudden, I pity you for envying 
“< yourfelf the glory of that day {x].”’ According- 
ly, when we find him in the country, he is requett- 
ing Atticus to fmell out the difpofition of Antony, and 
yet there appears to have been a perfectly good cor- 
refpondence between Antony and Brutus even after 
this time [y]. Nay, the Ciceronian advocates have 
fo little grounds to build a monument of praife to 
their Client, for his diftinguifbed per feverance in the 
city, that Cicero did not fo much as return to it, 


[w} Rediguis diebusin Capi- Antoni, fuit? Quanquam mihi 
tolio praeclara fenatus confulta /ubito inimicus extitifti, tamen 
fecifti. Meminiiti ipfe de me tui miferet, quod tibi invi- 
exulibus. Phil. ii. 36. Num— deris. Phil. ii. 35. Antony 


ye yan 


quiexules relitutr? Unie aje- 
bat, praeterea neminem. Ib. 
i. t. Indeed Cicero fpeaks as 
if he was prefent in thofe Af- 
femblies. Affentir? etiam zos 
Ser. Sulpicio—voluit. — Didta- 
turam—ex Rep. fullulit, dequa 
ne fententias quidem diximus. 
—-Auctoritatem ejus—/ecati fit: 
mus, eique—eratias ésimus. Ib. 
But this is only a catt of his O- 
ratory, of which thére are feve- 
ral inflances in this very Ora- 
tion. 


[x] Qui tibi'dies ile, M. 


had fufpected, that Cicero would 
appear againft him in the Se- 
nate, on the Jdesof March, with 
regard to his faljifying the augu- 
ries, in the cafe of Dofabella’s 
election tothe Coenfulfhip. fb. 
fupra. "EYOYS 8) 6 “Avluyrot 
Enel, «) Baov wey nv DoCegas wig 
porapynowy, Tw of Kixépon OcGe- 
eu rablos. Plut. in Cic. p. 882. 


(y] Odorare tamen Antonii. 
Obeow. Ep. ad Att. xiv. 3. O- 


ptime tam etiam Bruto noftre 
probari Antonium, Bp. 8. 


when 
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when the Biographer fays he did [z], to affift at the 
Senate on the firft of Fune ; nor was ever there from 
the time of his leaving it after the /des of March till he 
returned from hisintended voyage into Greece, When 
Brutus, on the laft of Fune, earneftly preffed him to 
do honour by his prefence to the fhews, which he 
gave as Preetor to the city; Cicero alledged in ex- 
cufe the ‘ab/urdity of his going thither to fee thews, 
“* when he had never been at Rome at all fince the 
“* commencement of thefe arms, or the war [a].” 
Now the Zatin Apologifts carry up the war as high 
as the very [des of March; and the temple of Te/- 
lus itfelf was befieged by the armed Veterans while 
the Senate was affembled in it [4]. 

CICERO, now in the country, writes to Afti- 
cus the fifth Letter ftill remaining on April 11; 
and the jirfe relates his conference with Matius, an 
eminent Cefarean, who had not fpoken with one 
of the Chiefs of his party, but Lepidus, fince the 
Ides of March [c]. The fecond acknowledges 4t- 
ticus’s an{wer to his former, as the reft do the news 
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[=] ‘* All thefe informations 
“* determined him at laft not to 
“* venture to the Senate, but to 
‘* withdraw himfelf from that 
** city,etc.” Life of Cic. v. ii. p. 
293. Kal. Funiis —ut adefle- 
mus edixerat.—Veterani—ad 
{pem novarum praedarum inci- 
tabantur: quae cum audire mal- 
lem, quam videre, haberemque 
jus legationis liberum, ea mente 
difcefli, ut adeffem Kal. Janua- 
riis. Phil.i. 2. Vide Epitt. ad 
C. Middlet. p. 19. - 

(a] Refcripfi,——— cdrom tallos 
effeyme,qui Romam omnino poft 


haec arma non acceflerim, 
fubito ad ludos venire. Ep. ad 
Att. xyva)26; 

[4] Quid ego fecutus oc 
bello fim Poft interitum 
Caefaris et veftras memorabiles 
Idus Martias Ep. ad Brut. 
i. 15.——— de tota conftitutione 
hujus belli Recenti illo tem- 


pore—~Ib. ii. 7. Nam Libe- 
valibus——nonne omni ratione 
veterani, QUi armatiaderant,— . 
defendendi 
Att. xiv. 14. 

[c] Ep. ad Att. xiv. 1, 2, 3, 
4s 5: 


fuerunt? Ep. ad 


which 


between CICERO and M. BRurus. 209 


which 4¢ticus occafionally fent him from the city. 
The quality of this news demonftrably confutes what 
the Vindicator afferts upon the authority of Plu- 
tarch, that Brutus and his accomplices quitted Rome 
direétly upon occafion of the tumults, that enfued up~ 
on Ceefar’s funeral [d]. For the Tribune L. Caffius, 
one of the accomplices, who bore a diftinguifhed 
part in the execution of the murder, is a remark- 
able inftance of the people’s difpofition towards the 
accomplices, in the applaufe given him by the Spe- 
ctators, when he makes his public entrance into the 
Theatre [e]. The fame faét fhews the evafion to 
be utterly anbifiorical, that if Brutus had only difap- 
peared, or kept himfelf clofe within the city, for a 
few days before he left it, or had continued there in 
private, for a day or two [for feveral weeks] after 
Cicero was gone, it would be intirely confiftent with 
every thing that is faid or implied about it in thefe 
fufpected Letters [f] 3 which exprefsly fay, « that 
‘* Cicero continued in the city after Brutus was 
‘* gone.” This evafion, I fay, is utterly ubifto- 
rical, there being no occafion at this time for Brutus 
to difappear, or to keep himfelf clofe within the city, 
Or to continue there in private. For even after this 
time things continued pretty quiet in the city, and 
Cicero himfelf was favoured with a legacy in the 
will of fome active Cefarean, where Atticus was a 
witnefs, and Cicero looked upon it as an argument 


[d] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 66. xiv.2. Alter Caffus adverfam 

[e] Bona figna confentientis vulnerat, paullum infra jugu- 
multitudinis. Plaufus vero Z. lum, Suet. in Caef. c. 82. 
Caffio datus, etiam facetus mihi [f] Pref. Dif. p. 66, 7. 
quidem vifus eft. Ep.ad Att. 
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of a di ee! in that party to maintain a good un- 
derftanding [g}. Aéticus fends later adviees BSCE 
«¢ difturbances Keine raifed by a party of Cz/ar’s 
¢ freedmen, whic “ he thought, might be ee 
“© quelled, if Ant omy Was not at the bottom of it.’ 
Upon this event it was, ‘* that Brutus and Cafius 
“© were forced to hide their heads, and to keep 
“* themfelves clofe within their own walls ;?? which 
is not allowed to imply, that they muft neceffarily be 
in the city [bh]. Wowever Atticus fent better news 
the next day, and. jabra ‘6 that Brutus and 
“© Caffius held a perfonal conference with Antony ;” 
when they feem to have concerted common mea- 
fures for the fettlement of the State, and concluded 
with a refolution, ‘* that Ce/ar’s nomination of the 
«¢ Confuls and Tribunes fhould take effect for two 
‘© years [7].”’ Since it is here confefled, that Brutus 
and Caffius were undoubtedly either in the city, or in 
the near neighbourhood of it at this time; what pre- 
tence can there be to fay, that they kept themfelves 


[g] Yranguillae tuae quidem me raudufculum movet: fed ho- 
literae. ——Ad ob; gnandui m tu mines benivolos, qu jalefcunque 
adhibitus non fine’t caufa videris. Sunt, grave elt infequi contume- 
Volunt enim nos ita putare. Ep. hha. E p. 
ad Att. xiv. 3. What effect [ 4 | Ab aleatere Qvemos wo- 
this Legacy might have had Avs. Nam ifta quidem Cae- 
upon Cicero's hiker ical faith, faris libertorum conjuratio facile 
had he executed the defign of opprimeretur, fi recta faperet 
writing the Hiftory of thee Antonius. —— Vides—eos 


times, may be learnt from a_ parietibus continert. Ep. 
following Letter, where he fays; Comp. Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 66. 
Hortaris me, ut hiftorias f{cri- [7] Deinde, meliora te nun- 


bam? ut colligam tanta eorum  ciare. Antoni colloquium 
{celera, a quibus etiam nunc cum heroibus noftris pro re nata 
obfidemur ? poterone @os ipfos non incommodum. Etiam- 
non laudare, qui te obfignatorem ne Coff. et Tribunos pl. in bi- 
adhibuerunt? nec mehercule ennium, guosillevoluit. Ep. 6. 


- 
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fo clofe that none but their own domeftics knew where 
they were [k]? Was this even poffible, when an 
important debate was tranfacted between a Conful 
and the chief Confpirators, the refult of which mutt 
be prefently public, and is actually fent by Atticus 
as the city news? Nor is there the leaft ground 
for the other pretence, that they could hold the con- 
ference with more eafe and fafety out of the city, than 
in the midft of the riots within: for Atticus’s ad- 
vices were not only peaceable, but fhewed the Con- 
{pirators to be the darling of the city; and this was 
the precife time, when utony, who occafionally 
covered his real defigns with the mafk of Patrio- 
tilm, by fome feafonable feverities had quelled the 
riots of the city and eftablithed the public liberty 
and tranquillity [7]. Crcero did not hear before the 
15 of April, that Brutus had been feen near La- 
nuvium [m]; whence he probably returned to the 
city, was highly delighted with Antony’s proceed- 
ings, and, as Cicero imagines, might go even alone 
with fafety through any part of the city [7]. Nay, 
when the Confpirators did at laft retire for any con- 
tinuance, it was not, as the Latin Apologitt fays, 
‘© becaufe the city was pofleffed by the Parricides, 
‘* and oppreffed by the arms of Antony 3” for An- 


[4] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 66. cus impaQus eft fugitivo illi, 
[/]—Tvearvorléves in coelo ef- qui in C. Marii nomen inya- 


fe.——Expefto quid de Mario; ferat. Phil. i. 2. 


quem quidem ego fublatum rebar 
a Caefare. Ep. ad Att. xiv.6. 
Lux quaedam videbatur oblata, 
non modo regno, — fed etiam 
regni timore fublato, —— Libe- 
ratus caedis periculo paucis poft 
diebus fenatus videbatur. Un- 


[#] Brutum noftrum audio 
vifum fub Lanuvio. Ep, ib. 7. 

[v] Optime tam etiam Bruto 
noftro probari Antonium, —— 
Quem quidem ego fpero jam 
tuto vel folum tota urbe vagari 
pofie. Ep. 8, 
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tony himfelf and moft of the Ce/fareans left the city 
at the fame time, under mutual affurances of pre- 
ferving the peace, which had been folemnly ftipu- 
lated in the Capitol [0]. Antony, before his depar- 
ture, adjourned the Senate to the fir of Fune, when 
at length he degan to fhew himfelf in his proper co- 
lours, and by the numerous veteran forces, which 
he had been levying in the country the ¢wo preced- 
ing months, gave to Brutus and Caffius the firft oc- 
cafion of not vexturing themfelves into the city; as 
well as to the Sophift of faying, ** that they were 
“© driven out of it by the arms of Aptony [p]. 
Lafily, CICERO is placed in contralt with Bru- 
tus in regard to the aé of their leaving Italy s where 
the Sophitt, after a declamatory pa eh ring of C7ce- 
vos return from his intended voyage, m akes no lefs 
injurious a reprefentatio n of Brutus’s flying away. 
But the awkwardnefs of th le management will beft 
appear from his own words, My mind,” fays 
the perfonated Cicero, ‘* always the fame, and ever 
c pee on the love of my country, could not bear 
the thought of leaving it in its diftrefs. In the 
«¢ midit, therefore, of my Achaic voyage, when an 
<< uncommon fouth wind had driven me back to 


fo] Cum ipfi in tua po oteftate O praeclaram illam percur/a- 
fuerimus, tuoque adducti confilio tionemtuam menfe April: atque 
dimiferimus ex municipiis no- Maio! Ib. ii. 39. Scribitur no- 
ftros neceflarios, &c. Ep.Fam. bis magnam veteranorum mul- 
xi. 2. Alia porro propria Do- titudinem Romam_ conveniffe 
labeilae : quae, nifi Collega afu- jam.——Putefne nos tutos fore? 
iffet, credo eis fuiffe futura com Ep. Fam. xi. 2. Patriae libe- 
munia, Phil.i.z. Conf. Ep. ratores urbe carebant. Phil. 1. 2. 
ad Att. xiv. 9, 10, II. -—-Nec te zz ea [urbe] nec 

[p] Ecce enim Kalendis Ju- Caffium tuto ef? pofie,—— Ep. 
niis, quibus ut adeffemus edi- ad Brut. i. 15. 
xerat, mutata omnia. Phil. i. 2. 


Ltaly ; 
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** Italy; I faw you at Velia, and was greatly con- 
“* cerned [q].” Here, in the midft of bis Achaic 
voyage, the fouth wind {fo amicably confpired with 
the operation of the Jove of bis country, that he re- 
turned becaufe he could not bear to leave it, and yet 
was driven back toit. He goes on: ‘I faw you,” 
fays he, ‘* at Velia, and was greatly concerned. For 
*““ you were retreating: you were retreating, I fay, 
** Brutus, fince your Stoics will not allow their Wife- 
** man fo fly (r}.”?> However evidently Cicero here 
blames the retreat of Brutus, and fcruples, only in 
complaifance to his Stoicifm, to call it a direé# flight; 
yet the Vindicator can fay, that zt is not the aéf of 
quitting Italy, that is cenfured at all in this place ; 
for that was become neceffary in Brutus’s prefent cir- 
cumftances; and as fuch is even commended by the 
true Cicero [s]. I obferved farther, that this 
place was copied from the tenth Philippic, where the 
true Cicero ufing the fame expreffion certainly {peaks 
of the very aé of Brutus’s quztting Italy, and highly 
commends it 3 that the true Cicero deliberately 
and in full council of Brutus and his friends advifed 
him to take that ftep; reprefenting the danger of 
his returning to the city, to which meafure Brutus 
was at that time inclined ; and that the ¢rue 
Cicero was exceedingly defirous of retreating toge- 
ther with Brutus in his fleet ; being fo far from 


[7] Animus idem, qui fem- vehementer. Ep. ad Brut. 1. 
per infixus eft in patriae cari- 15. 
tate, difceflum ab ejus periculis [x] Cedebas enim, Brute, ce- 
ferre non potuit. Itaque in debas, quoniam Stoici veftri ne- 
medio Achaico curfu, cum—— gant fugere fapientis. Ib. 
aufter me in Italiam — retu- [s} Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 69. 
liffet, te vidi Veliae, doluique 


blaming 
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blaming him for making a retreat out of Italy, that 
he rather blamed him for his deferring it fo long 
[7]. But what is the confequence ofall this? Not 
that the /ufpeéted Cicero does not cenfure the act of 
Brutus’s quitting Italy, which he manifeftly does 
cenfure; but that he betrays, in cenfuring it, a 
fhameful folly or ignorance of the neceffity of Brutus’s 
circumftances, and of the true Cicero’s maxims and 
advice, which he conftantly gave to Brutus. The 
Vindicator, who pretends, that Brutus’s general 
conduct is blamed in this place, for ah 2 him to 
that neceffity Y flying out of \taly [uw], does not e 

ter into the fpirit and ceconomy of ct soph 


Letter; for brutus’s general conduct had been blan 
ed under the two foregoing heads of diftinét diftri- 


bution; the latter of which was determined by the 
ati of Cicero’s leaving the city, as the cenfure upon 
Brutus’s quitting Italy is introduced with the enco- 
mium upon Cicero’s return from bis voyage, 
Novruine therefore can be faid in defence of 
the Letter, but that if it muft be j eae fpurious, 
becaufe Cicero cenfures the act of ir ulus’s quitting 
Italy, which the true Cicero commended and even 
advifed; then every caviller, who makes no allow- 
ance for different circuinftances, may find contradi- 
ions in any thing en and by the fame method 


[¢] Eundem vidi poftea Ve- Att. xv.11. Bruto cum /aepe 
liae cedentem \talia, ne qua ori- injeciffem de dyomAoia, non per- 
retur belli civilis caufa propter inde, atque ego putaram, ar- 


fe. Phil. x. 4. Ego—/uaaere, ripere vifus eft. Ib. xvi. 5. Illud 


ut uteretur Afiatica curatione eft mihi /ubmolefium, quod pa- 
frumenti.—— Quid tu, inguam, rum Brutus properare “videtur. 
Brute ? Romnsa inguit, fitibi Ep. 4. Ep.adC.Mid.p. 209,10. 
videtur. Mzhi vero minime. [u] Mid. Pret. Diff. p. 69. 
Txig enim non eris. Ep. ad ] Ibid. p. 67 

faioe enim non «ris. sp. a tis 1 Pp: /° 


prove 
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prove any other part of Cicero’s works to be [purious, 
as eafily as thefe Letters: for Cicero often complains 
in his Letters to Atticus, that Brutus had ruined his 
caufe by his indolence, in thofe very firft days of bis 
refidence in the Capitol; yet the fame Cicero, in @ 
Speech to the Senate, applauds that very indolence, as 
a wonderful inftance of his patience, moderation, and 
love of peace [y]. But here, in the firft place, the 
Vindicator, by his own confeffion, muft be the ca- 
viller, for he himfelf could argue, that the act of 
Brutus’s quitting Italy could not be cenfured at all 
in the fufpeéfed Letter, becaufe that was. become 
neceffary in Brutus’s prefent circumftances, and as 
fuch is even commended by the true OES Se- 
condly, though the true Cicero would give the beft 
advice to Brutus that he was able, and, if that was 
rejecied, complain in his Letters to Attic us; but, 

a Speech to the Senate, make the beft con Rrubtion 
vere the beft ufe of the meafures which reat chofe 
to purfue [Zz]: yet I will full maintain, that the true 
Cicero would never do what the Sophift evidently 
does ; namely, foolifhly reproach Brutus for the 
act of sierte Italy, in his Letters to Bratus him- 
felf; when he had not only commended that act in 
a Speech to the Senate, but authorized it by his de- 
liberate advice and example, and all along reprefent- 
ed it as neceffary in his Letters to Atticus, I con- 
clude, 

XII. Tuat this comparifon of Cicero’s and Bru- 
tus’s conduct from the beginning of the war, the ge- 
nuine offspring of one or two declamatory Apolo- 


[y] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 70. [2] 1b. poar 
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gifts, and adopted in great meafure by an bifforical 
one [a], 1s fale in all “the three points of contratt; 
in making Cicero’s activity iz the city to be of the 
military, when it was of the civil character :—in 
making Czcero’s departure from the city to be /ater 
than the departure of Brutus and Caffius, which is 
moreover faid to have been occafioned by the pre- 
valence of Antony’s arms; when Brutus and the ac- 
complices continued openly in the city long after C7- 
cero had left it, nor were forced by Au tie arms 
to Jeave the city, but through the appEneie of 
them durft not return to it againtt the firft of Fune: 
~~—and, laftly, in making Brutus’s act of quitting Italy 
to be di/honourable in comparifon of Cicero's, cowara- 
fy in itfelf, and cenfured by Cicero, when Cicero 
was more precipitate in that meafure than Brutus, 
and actually dlamed by the true Brutus for it ; upon 
which ‘Cicero thanks the wnt not the perpetual 
love of his country, for removing the iexzominy of his 
flight, by bringing him back [d ry “ii when the 
fame meafure in Brutus was neceffary, and both un- 
dertaken by the advice and approved by the judg- 
ment which the true Cicero expreffes in his Letters 
to Atticus. 

Tae Sophift regularly proceeds to colour over 
Cicero’s political management, of Ofavius in parti- 
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fa} ‘* I have compared the [6] Brutus—f{e laetari » quod 
f* merit of Cicero’s conduct effugiflem duas maximas vitu- 
** with that of Brutus’s, from perationes, unam quam itinere 
°* the time of Celar’s death; as faciendo me intelligebam fufei- 
*& well as the different {pirit of pere,—relilionis Reipublicae : 
** the tavo preceding Letters.” Ego vero auffro gratias mi- 
Mid. Ep. of Cic. p. 181. not, ras, qui me a tanta infamia 
Ze averterit. Ep. ad Att. xvi. 7. 


colar, 
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cular, after his return to Rome. ‘The importance 
of the fubject, according to therules of art, is re- 
commended by an introductory boaft, <* that young 
“* Odfavius, to whom they owed their being at 
<¢ that very time, was the creature of his politics 
‘* [c].” Now this very time, it is juftly obferv- 
ed, could not be till July [d}; and yet we are in- 
formed from the fame hand, that defore Antony’s 
union with Lepidus, which happened on May 29», 
O&stavius, by the advantage of bis prefent power, 
might take occafion to treat Cafca as an affaffin, and 
put the laws in execution againft him, as he did 
quickly after againft all the Confpirators [e]: Nay, we 
are farther informed, that, before the 15" of May, 
Octavius had given an intimation of his attempt up- 
on the Confulfoip, and feemed to be forming fome pro- 
jetis, which alarmed the friends of liberty [f]. But 
I had rather fhew, that the /u/peéfed Letter contains 
what is contrary to fact, than enter into the more 
ealy province of fhewing, that the Englifh com- 
ment is perpetually at variance with the Latin ori- 
ginal. The faé& contained in the Letter is, «* that 
“© Servius firfe moved the Senate to grant Ofavius 
‘ the privilege of fuing for the public magiftracies 
‘¢ before his regular time; and that Servilius alfo 
‘* moved to fhorten that time: whereas it appears 
** from Cicero’s genuine writings, that Cicero himfelf 


(A 


* was the fiz/e who made any fuch motion [g)].”” 


A 


wv 


[c] Dico, Caefarem huncad- not. 24. 


olefcentem, per quem adhuc [e] Ib. p. 103. not. 3. and 
fumus, —— fluxiffe ex fonte con- p. 107. not. 18. 


filiorum meorum. Ep. ad Brut. [f] Pref. Dif. p. 75, 6. 
j. 15. [g] Statuam Philippus de- 
[4] Mid. Ep. of Cic. p. 163. crevit, celeritatem petitionis pri- 
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- I r is declared in one of Cicero’s Philippics, ** that 
¢* among the honours granted to Oéfavius, at Ci- 
‘<< cero’s motion, it was decreed, that he might fue 
** for the public offices, as if he were then of Que- 
<* frorian rank; which gave him the ftart by. ten 
<¢ years before all others of the fame age; for he 
“* was now {fcarce twenty years old [h].” Hence I 
argued, ‘* that fince Cicero was confefledly the firft 
‘¢ who decreed Oéfavius to be Propretor and Sena- 
‘¢ tor;’’ and decreed with the fame breath, ‘* that 
“¢ he fhould have the place and precedence of a Pre- 
*¢ tor in the Senate, and might fue for the public 
‘* offices, as if he were then of Queftorian rank ; 
‘<¢ it feemed impoffible, that any one fhould have 
“¢ decreed to Offavius the precedence of a Pretor, 
<* or the privilege of fuing for offices as of Quefte- 
“¢ yjan rank, before Cicero decreed him to be Pro- 
‘© pretor and Senator [2]. For as thefe are prior 
in the order of Cicero’s decree, fo Ofavius’s pre- 
cedence in the Senate as Pretor was in courtefy 
annexed to his character of Propretor, and his pri- 
vilege of fuing for offices, as of Queftorian rank, 
was the natural confequence of his being a member 
of the Senate. The fu/peéted Letter, therefore, mutt 
be falfe in afferting, either that Cicero was the fir/t 
who decreed Ofavius to be Propretor, or that Ci- 
cero was not the firs# who decreed him to fue for 


mo Servius, poft majorem etiam effe, fententiamque loco Prae- 
Servilius. Ep. ad Brut. 1.15. torio dicere ; ejufque rationem, 
Vide Epift. ad C. Middlet. p. quemcunque magiftratum ap- 
21, 12. petet, ita haberi, ut haberi per 
[4] Mid. Pref. Diff. p.71, 4. leges liceret, fi anno fuperiore 
[i] Ita cenfeodecernendum; Qluaeftor fuiffet. Phil. v. 17. 
—Senatui placere, C. Caefarem Epift, ad C. Middlet. p. 212. 
-——Propractorem, Senatorem 
offices, 
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offices, as of Queftorian rank. We may farther 
obferve, that even the honour of being made a Se- 
nator, in the cafe of Ogfavius, was in fact acceffory 
to the other of his being made a Propretor ; and 
therefore Cicero, who jfirft decreed him to be Pro- 
pretor, and included the other honours in the very 
fame motion, muft needs be the f/f? who decreed 
to him the privilege of fuing for offices, as of Que- 
ftorian rank [k]. 
Wat has the Vindicator to oppofe to thefe 
direct proofs? He prefumes, that the motion for 
Ofavius’s {uing for offices, as if he was then of Que- 
fiorian rank, had been propofed before by Servius, 
and that Servilius might move fiill to have Octavius 
confidered as an Abdilitian; and that Cicero might 
clofe with his friend Servius, and then add the other 
greater honours; the legal command of bis army, 
with the rank and ornaments of a Preetor [7]. All 
this, fayshe, may fairly be prefumed upon the credit 
of thefe Letters, i.e. which are the matter of our 
difpute; and then, with a policy of very great ufe 
to him, he charges me with a double petitio princi- 
pit, But this {tring of prefumptions has been alrea- 
dy broken by the evidence of authentic hiftory, 
which declares, that the legal command of the army, 
with the title of a Proprestor, and the ornaments of 
a Conful, were the honours to which the reft were 


[2] C. Caefari Proprae- the privilege of fuing for of- 
toris imperium a Senatu datum fices are not mentioned, being 
eft cum Confularibus ornamen- implied in the charaéters of 
tis, adjeiumque, ut Senator ef- Proprator and Senator. 
fet. Liv. Epit. 1. cxvii. Here [2] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 72. 
the piace in the Senate, and 
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added (m}. And can it be reconciled to plain fenfe, 
that the greater honours, and prior in all natural 
order, of Ogfavius’s being made a Propretor and 
Senator, could be acceffory to a part, nay, the moft 
inconfiderable part of what Cicero decreed to Offa- 
vius? Cicero however, who added this ample fup- 
plement, would not for all that adopt the more ho- 
nourable vote of Servilius, but rather clofed, in de- 
creeing a mojft inconfiderable honour, with Servius, 
becaufe he was his friend! Quae/o, abjiciamus ifta ! 

Bur all thefe prefumptions will be difappointed 
at once by our anfwer to the Vindicator’s learned 
interrogatory. low does it appear, fays he, that 
no body but Cicero had ever made the fame motion, 
either in that or any other meeting of the Senate |n\? 
What! has he fo foon forgot, that Cicero was the 
perfon, who, the November before, entered into a- 
greement with Octavius, by the mediation of Op- 
plus, to make this fame motion [o]? Or does not 
he know, that there was no other meeting of the Se- 
nate, before that on the firft of Fanuary, in which 
fuch a motion could be made to any effect? In- 
deed there was a meeting on the 20 of the Decem- 
ber before, and the bufinefs of it was exprefsly pre- 
Scribed by the Tribunes, namely, ‘* to provide for 
‘* the fecurity of the zew Confuls in holding an af 
«* fembly of the Senate on the firft of Fanuary :? 
where Cicero was fo eager to be making bis motion, 
that fome art was neceffary to introduce the very 
mention of it [p]. At this meeting if any thing was 


[m] Vide Liv. Epit. ut fupra. {p] Quamobrem, Tribuni 
(~| Mid. Pref. Diff. p.72. _ plebis, quanquam vos zihil aliud 
[o] Ib. p. 29. nifi de praefidio, vt Senatum 


decreed 
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decreed concerning OJavius’s honours, it was de- 
creed at the motion of Cicero, and the legal com- 
mand of his army with the title of Propretor was 
not added to the other honours, but originally moved 
for, as it was the thing principally wanted by Ofa- 
vius [g]. But the matter of Cicero’s motion being 
only propofed at this meeting, in order to its being 
reconfidered on the jirft of January; then Cicero 
was the jirff who renewed the motion and added to 
the title of Propretor the other of Senator, and, in 
confequence, the precedence of Pretor in the Se- 
nate, and the privilege of fuing for offices, as if 
Odfavius was of Queftorian rank. This is evident 
from the very propofition of the motion, in which 
there is no mention of Cicero’s clofing with any other 
Senator ; as there is, when he clofes with Servilius 
in decreeing a monument to Serv. Sulpicius, and 
adds a fratue in brafs to be placed in the Roftra [vr]. 
Befides, Calenus, Father.in-law to the fenior Conful 
Panfa, was firft afked to fpeak upon the bufinefs of 
the meeting, and certainly did not make any fuch 


tuto Confules Kal. Jan. habere dierno die primum—longo in- 
poflint, retuliffis, tamen mihi fervallo, me aufore et principe, 
videmini potefiatem nobis ad fpem libertatis exarfimus. 
de tota Rep. feciffe dicendi.—— Phil. iv. in fine. 

Quamobrem omnia mea _fenten- [7] Cui quidem [M. Bruto] 
tia complectar, vobis, ut intel- P.C. vos idem tribuere hoc 
figo, non invitis, ut et praeftan- tempore debetis, quod a. d, xiii 
tifimis ducibus a nobis detur Kal. Jan, D. Bruto et C. Coe. 
aultoritas, et fortiflimis militi- /ar7, me auctore, tribuiftis, quo- 
bus fpes oftendatur praemiorum. rum privatum de Rep. confilium 
Phil. 1. 5, 6. CumSenatum a. et factum auoritate vefira eft 
d. xin Kal. Jan. Tribuni plebis comprobatum atque laudatum. 
vocavifient, deque alia re refer- Phil. x. tx. 

rent, totam Remp. fam com- Cr) PHIL Ixs6 rr 

plexus. Ep. Fam. x.28. Ho- 
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motion [s]; and the Conful would be punctual in 
afking Czcero in the next place, becaufe the general 
order of demanding the opinions of the Senators, 
till the fucceeding Confular elections, was ufually e- 
{tablifhed by the Conful on the jirft of Fanuary [ft] 3 
nor does Cicero in the leaft intimate, when there 
was the beft opportunity for it, that any one had 
{poken before himfelf in favour of O@avius [u]. 
XIII. CICERO was the perfon engaged by 
Oétavius to propofe a vote in the Senate for decree- 
ing him honours; Czcero was the fir/t who propof- 
ed the vote as /oon as the honours could be de- 
creed; the matter of Czcero’s vote was, that Oéa- 
vius fhould be Propretor and Senator, have the pre- 
cedence of a Pretor in the Senate and the privilege 
of fuing for the public offices, as if he were then of 
Quaftorian rank ; therefore ‘* Cicero was the Sirf 
‘¢« who moved the Senate to grant Oéfavius the pri- 
<< vilege of fuing for the public offices before the 


[s] Me perturbal fet ©} ius fen- 
tentia, qui primi us rogatus eft, 
nif veftrae virtuti co nftantiae- 
que confiderem. Phil. v. 1. 
Cicero feems to regret, that he 
himfelf had only the /econd 
place of fpeaking after Cadenus, 
by the deftination of Panfa. 
Sed mihi, P. C. neceflitatem at- 
tulit paullo plura dicendi fen- 
tentia ejus, qui rogatus eff ante 
me: a quo ita facpe diffentio, 
ut jam verear, ne — minuere 


vando homine perverfo \iber,— 
et ille fecundus in dicendo focus 
habet auctoritatem paene prin- 
cipis. Ep. ad Att. 1.13. Vide 
Cafaub. in loc. Qui ordo in 
Jententiis rogandis fervari folet, 
eundem tenebo in viris fortibus 
honorandis. A Bruto igitur, 
Confule defignato capiamus 
ixorie aan Phil. v. 13. 

[w] Qui [Confulares] utinam 
omnes ante me fententiam roga- 
rentur! quanquam  fufpicor, 


amicitiam noftram a per- 
petua diffenfio. Ib. x. 

[¢] Primum igitur feito, pri- 
mum me non elle rogatum /en- 
tentiam. Sum — ab ob/er- 


quid dicturi fint quidam eorum, 
qui poff me rogabuntur. Fa- 
cilius contra dicerem, fi quid 
videretur. Phil. v. z. 


€ regular 


between C1cERO and M. BRUTUSs. 223 


‘¢ regular time.’?— Again, the /u/peéfed Letter de- 
Clares, that Cicero was the firft who decreed to Ofa- 
vius the legal command ot hisarmy, or that he fhould 
be Propretor; it is manifeft from hiftory, that the 
honour of being Senator was acceffory to the honour 
of being Propretor, and from the nature of the 
thing, that Ocfavius mult be Propretor and Senator 
before he could have the precedence in the Senate 
as Pretor, and the privilege of fuing for offices, as 
one of Queftorian rank ; therefore ‘* Cicero, who 
“¢ decreed the legal command and the privilege of 
‘* fuing for offices by the very fame vote, mutt needs 
“< be the fir/t who decreed to Ofavius the privilege 
‘“< of fuing for offices.” — Thefe dire& arguments, 
not to expofe again the ab/urdity of the many pre- 
fumptions to the contrary, fufficiently fhew, that I 
do not reject the fact of Servius’s being the firft 
mover of the Senate to grant Offavius the privilege 
of fuing for offices before the regular time, becau/e 
it 1s found in the fufpetied Letter [x]; but that I re- 
ject the Letter becaufe a falfe fact is found in it, 
Cicero being the jirff who made any fuch motion. 
W £ are entering on another confideration, which 
muft make the Vindicator himfelf afhamed of his 
fair prefumption, “* that Cicero clofed with Ser- 
** vius’s vote, which confidered Offavius, in his 
** fuing for the Magiftracies, as of Queforian rank 
*< only ; not with Servilius’s, which confidered him 
“as an €£dilitian.’’ In another apologetical Let- 
ter, which exprefsly mentions Lepidus’s union with 
Antony, and refers to faéts of {till later date, the fu. 
[x] Mid. Pref. Dit. p. 72. 
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fpetted Cicero is firft informed of Ofavius’s defigns 
upon the Confulfhip. ‘* As to Ce/far,” fays he, 
«* who has been governed hitherto by my advice, and 
‘© is indeed of an excellent difpofition and admira- 
“<¢ ble conftancy [y] 3 fome people by moft wicked 
*¢ Jetters, meffages, and fallacious accounts of things, 
<¢ have pufhed him to a moft affured hope of the 
“© Confulbip; which as foon as I perceived, I never 
«< ceafed admonifhing him in_ his abfence, nor re- 
‘¢¢ proaching his ere who are prefent, and who 
‘© feemed to encourage his ambition; nor did I 
“<< fcruple to lay open the fource of thofe moft wicked 
“© counfels in the Senate [z].’ This is the famous 
pallage perpetually alledged to /hew, that no man 
as more foocked at Oftavins’ 5 attempt upon the 
Cénxtal ina or took more pains to diffuade it than Ci- 
cero; and to correct the tradition of antiquity, that 
Cicero was\ a RPE of Octavius’s demand of the 
Confulfhip ; deing duped and drawn into it by an af- 
furance given him by the young man, that he would 
take him for his Collegue, and be governed by him in 
all points during their joint adminiftration [a|. J 
undertook to defend the old tradition, which is now 
made to depend upon the fingle authority of Plu- 
tarch ; though it was formerly “acknowledged to be 
received implicitely by the Moderns upon the credit 
of fome old Writers [b], whofe authority together 


(y] “ O@avius, from the ] Ep. ad Brut. 1.10. 
ne death y the Confuls, fhew- : by Mid. Ep. of Cie. p. 134. 
‘* ed but little regard to the not. 8. Life of Cic. v. ul. p. 
“<< authority of ate: or the 456. 
“* Senate; and wanted only a a Ep. of Cic. ib. Pref. Dift. 


“* pretence for breaking with p.73, Comp. Life of Cic. ib. 
“them.” Life of Cic. v. ii. 
P 455° 


with 


with the expre/s declarations of the true Cicero, and 
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with the /u/picions of the Sopbiftic Brutus, was al- 
ledged by myfelf to prove, ‘* that the true Cicero 


€¢ 


G6 


€¢ 


ce 


would never have ealled Ofavius’s attempt upon 
the Confulfhip @ moft wicked one, or expofed the 

fource of it in the Senate; when he himfelf had 
been the fource and promoter of that attempt, and 
not only decreed to Ogfavius the honours above 
mentioned, u¢ given him, ina Speech to the 
Senate, an affured profpeé of the Confulfhip [c].”” 
PLUTARCH reports, upon the authority of 


Oédiavius himfelf, ‘* that when Oéfavius was in fear 
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rita 


verit, /ed {pem certifimam Con- 
fulatus in Senatu  oftenderit. 


of lofing his command, and of being quite aban- 
doned, ae ferved himfelf of Cicero’s ambition at 
that neceflary conjuncture, making the propofal 
to him of their ftanding joint beselidarea and 
of affifting each other in Sa fuit for the Conful- 
fhip; which propofal,” fays he, ‘* old Cicero 
readily embraced ; and being cajoled by the young 
man to engage the Senate to their interefts, im- 
mediately ie bliged his friends, and fhort tly after 
found himfelf qui Re ruined and the public liberty 


ae 
4 


Qui won folum cele- that ** our Critic, by the man- 
“* ner of puthing his argument, 
feems to miftake the matter 
and to imagine, that by the 


c} 
tem pehian: is Caefari decre- 


Epift. ad C. Middlet. p. 213. ‘* rank and enfigns of a Pretirs 
Thefe words the Dr. thus tran- ‘* decreed to Ofavius by Ci- 


flates—** when he { Cicero] him- 
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‘ ed, and given him an affured ‘* mand the Con/w// 
® profpeét of the Confulfhip.” Pref. Difl. p. 74, 5. 


cero, he was in effect to be 
felf had decreed to O@avius confidered as a Pretor, and 
he honours above mention- ‘* had nothi ng left but to de- 
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nce he draws a conclufion, 
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betrayed [d].”? Appian continues the relation, 
telling us, ** that C7cero moved the Senate to make 
ee OAdvins Conful, and, left the Public fhould re- 
“* ceive damage by his youth and inexperience, to 
‘* join with him fome grave and prudent Governor 
‘¢ in the Higa ida! ; but Cizcero’s ambition was 
‘< laughed at by the Senate, and the relations of the 
" accomplices of Cefar’s murder particularly op- 
‘¢ pofed the motion, through their dread of a pro- 

fecution, if Od7avius fhould be Conful [e].” The 
fame Hittorian tells us farther, that when Cicero, a 
little time after, was /upplicating the mercy of Ofa- 
vius, not in behalf of Brutus, but of himfelf, he did 
mightily extol to Oéffavius the merit of his motion 
for making him Conful [f/f]. Thefe authorities of 
Plutarch and Appian may well be called to my affi- 
ftance again{t the » fufpected letters; though in a for- 
mer in Rance e, when they were expre/fsly on the fide of 
thefe Letters, they were declared to be of no other 
ufe, but to miflead a poor Sophift [g¢]|: for in the for- 
mer inftance they were contradicted by better au- 
thorities; but in the prefent cafe, one of the Hifto- 
rians exprefsly alledges the pase) of Ofavius 
both of them made great ufe of Ofa- 


himfelf; and b 
Commentaries, which a of thirteen 
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579. ** It is certain, that Cicero 
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** might have been declared 
** Conful, by the unanimous 
** fuffrage of the people, if he 
‘* had defired it.” Life of Cic. 
v.2. p. 456. 
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yiodlo. Tb. p. 585. 
(g] Mid, Pref, Diff. p.7 
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books, concerning his own Life Sai ner are they 
contradicted ie any thing but the Letters, ‘and 
therefore muft be good evidence againft them. . I 
might add the teftimony of Dio, who relates the 
affair ‘<* of Oavius’s negotiating with Cicero about 
“¢ the Confulfbip, on Sdutlition if making him his 
‘¢ Collegue in the office [2] ;”” but may content my- 
felf with repeating the obfervation, ‘* that the Sos 
*¢ pbifiic Brutus himfelf betrays a confcioufnefs of 
*¢ this univerfal tradition 5 and copies, in his man- 
*« ner, the very Hiftorians whom he contradicts 5 
“< fince he no fooner /u/peéts, that Ofavius will 
‘* make an attempt upon the Con/ulip, than he 
*¢ is informed, that Cicero is created aéfual Cons 
66 ful(k].”? 

Bur there is a tender place ftill remaining, 
which the Vindicator did not care to touch, the true 
Cicero’s teftimony produced by me to fhew the zm- 
puofivility of his expofing in the Senate the fource of 
Octavius’s moft wicked attempt upon the Confulip. 
For in his Speech to the Senate, where he is de- 
creeing the other extraordinary honours to Oavius 5 
$6 OW earaiod ** fayshe, ‘* can there be, why we 
*¢ fhould not vith to fee C. Cicjar receive the great- 
“* eff honours as foon as poffible? For our Anceftors 
*¢ required by their annuary laws the qualification 


[4] Appian. De bell. civ. p. Caefar tuus altius fe adfcendifle 


G57. 59 Suet. in Aug. ¢. 85 putet decretis tuis, quam inde, 4 
[7] law yee To. tmeaoce awe Conful factus fit, defcenfurum. 
Te aAw, *) OW TE Kinéguvocy ——His literis {criptis te Con- 
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‘* ofa greater age for the Con/ulfbip, through their 
“¢ apprehenfion of the onadvifednee of “Youth. 
‘* But C. Ce/ar has given in his early youth fuch a 
‘* {fpecimen of excellent virtue, as to convince us 


that we ought not to infift upon more advanced 
“* age.’’—— He then proceeds to find fault with the 
annuary laws, by which many great geniufes were 
cut off before they could exert then ae in the fer- 
vice of the Public. ‘* But in more remote times,’ 
fays he, * the Ri 436 the Deciz, the Corvint ; 
‘* and in later times, the e/der Africanus and T.Fla- 
“© minius being made Con/uls when they were very 
<* young, performed many great actions, to the 


>? 
‘* enlargement of the Roman Empire, and to the 
‘¢ honour of its name. Did not Alexander of Ma- 


, 4, 99 {; > CG a rey A ‘ oie fe | " a rat 
“© cedon,’? fayshe, ‘* after a feries of the greateft 
: Oe sew ub Paar a TrAanK oe % 3 Oo nc > 
*¢ exploits, die in the thirty thira year of his age, 
¢ that is. ten vears fooner than any one can be 
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dence and moderation; there 1s no manner of 

‘© ground for them,—On him hang all our hope 

“© of liberty, to him we are already obliged for our 

lafety, < and the greateft honours are contriving 
: ee 99 

him [7].”—How could 
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and sepals provided for 
[7] Sey eftenim, P.C. cur Atveroapud antiquos Rulli, De- 
eum non quam primum amplifi- cli, Corvin; recentiore autem 
mos honores set cupiamus ? men noria fuperior Africanus, 'T. 
Legibus enim annalibus cum Flaminius , admodum adolefcen- 
grandiorem aetatem ad aa tes 3 onfules faci, tantas res gef- 
, fery unt, ut P. R. imperium auxe- 
rint, nomen ornarint.--——In hoc 


a pro- 


iy » lied | ee 
latum conftituebant, adolefcen 
tiae temeritatem ver Shavers 
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ae X 

2 profeffed Anfwerer of all my objeétions fupprets 
this irrefragable evidence of the true Cicero, and re- 
prefent me as having argued only from the miftaken 
matter of the honours, which Cicero decreed to Offa- 
vins, that Cicero at the fame time gave him the af- 
Jured prafpect of the Confulfhip [m]? 1 would far- 
ther afk, whether it is not more likely, that Cicero 
{ent this Speech to Oéavius, than that he fent it to 
Brutus? And whether it was not the real Jource 
of Octavius’s moft wicked attempt upon the Conful- 
foip? For Offavius, when he was urging his claim 
of the Con/ulfhip, alledged to the Senate, in the ve- 
ty words of the Speech, ‘* that they had already 
** given him the ftart by tex years before all others 
“* of the fame age, in fuing for the public offices ;°” 
and ‘* that, in antient times, Corvinus, and, in 
*< the later times, Scipio were promoted to the Con- 
<< fulfbip in their more early age, when the Public 
“‘ was greatly benefited by their fervices [].°— 
On the other hand, the /u/peéfed Letters make Bru- 
ius not only to receive this fine prefent from Cicero, 
but to return a magnificent encomium upon the ex- 
cellent principles and ingenuity of the Speech [o] ; 
and, according to the Vindicator, Brutus retained 


[Caefare] fpes libertatis pofita décbas riv dpredy pehever Sdooov 


eft, ab hoc accepta jam falus, éray déxe. Appian. De bell. ciy, 
huic fummi honores et exqui- p. 582. 


runtur et parati funt. Phil. v. [o] Legi orationes duas tuas, 
17, 18. quarum altera Kal. Fax. ufus 
[mw] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 74.  es.——~- Nunc {cilicet hoc eXx- 
[7] “OTs %) wadas Ko- peétas, dum eas Jaudem. Nef{cio 


pelvos TE acess, veWwTEeas wy eT by animi an ingenti tui major in his 
x Lurrresoy USEDOYs ) Ex THs libellis Jaus contineatur, Jam 
yebrmlos Exace woAAa walle 4 wa- concedo ut vel Philippict vocen- 
rps nvla Te Keicaet mon oe tur. Ep. Brut, ad Cic. ii. 5: 
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this opinion of of it for many months after, when at laft 
the public meafures, that Cicero entered into with re- 
lation to Octavius, on the firft of January, were the 
foundation of what Brutus took occafion to reproach 
him with [p]. This therefore is regularly entered 
into the long lift of Brutus’s inconfiftencies [q]. But 
with what ifteney could Cicero freely cenfure O- 
ffavius’s attempt upon the Confulfhip in Letters to 
himfelf, and the abettors of it to their face; and 
Jay open the fource of that moft wicked attempt in 
tbe Senate; when he himfelf was the fource and 
grand adettor of it in the Senate by a public Speech, 
pb was She wn to Oavius an “ every body aie 


in di Senate and with fe f aie for many ins 
after? Or with what face could he talk in fuch a 
train to Brutus, who is fuppofed to have read the 
Speech, and therefore mutt be provided to pro- 
nounce him ha bald acad 5 2 For my part, I am 
not capable of thinking that this Speech was ever 


BreALy) 4 pplauded by the true Brutus, much lefs that 
the 7 trug Cicero could a& fo abfurdly towards Offa- 
wits, Brutus, and the whole world; and therefore 
Bahn 


XIV. From the confitent account of three an- 
tient Hiftorians, trom the pofitive We pce t of the 
drue Cicero, aie a inhis ffth Philippic, and trom 
a fufpicion dropt by the Sophiftic Brutus himfelf 

that Cicero did not do what the /u/peéfed Letter and 
one modern Eiftorian fay he did, viz. ** as foon as 
** he heard of Ofavins’s attempt upon the Conful- 


[| Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 43. Ep. of Cic. p. 181, not. 3 
tg) Life of Cie. y, ii, p. 471, 


© fhip, 
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<¢ fhip, cenfure Offavius for it by letter, and the 
‘© abettors of it to their face, and lay open the 
“¢ fource of that moff wicked counfel in the Senate.” 

Hence it farther appears, what little reafon the 
Vindicator had to obferve, that Cicero might well 
Le foocked, that a boy, not twenty years old, fhould 
not be content with the extraordinary honours already 
decreed to him, but, in contempt of thofe who decreed 
them, refolue at once to feize the Confulfhip [r]. 
But though the true Cicero could not be fhocked at an 
ambition fo extravagant, yet I readily agree with 
him, that every one elfe well might ; and therefore 
can eafily defend, againft his cavils, the other faé, 
which I alledged as a farther ground of {ufpicion up- 
on thefe Letters, viz. ** that, in a Letter dated the 
“* 15" of May, Brutus begins to exprefs his appre- 
** henfions, that Ofavius would make an attempt 
*¢ upon the Confulfbip, before Offavius himfelf had 
“¢ given the leaft indication of it [s}.”? In the firft 
place, he afks; Why do I fancy, that O&tavius had 
not given any intimation of fuch a defign? The Con- 
fuls bad been dead about a month [t]. Should we 
admit the chronological part of this argument for 
the prefent; te Confuls might have been dead on- 
ly about a day with regard to Brutus, who exprefsly 
anf{wers to Cicero’s fir/t advices of the victory obtain- 
ed before Modena, and was informed by them, that 
Odavius was in full purfuit of Antony [uv]. But a 


[r] Mid. Pref. Diff. -p. 75. {w] Quanta fm laetitia af- 
[s] Itaque timeo de Confu- feétus coguitis rebus Bruti noftri 
latu, &c. Ep. Brut. 1. 4. Epift. et Confulum, &c. Ep. Brut. i. 
ad C. Middlet. p. 213. 4.  Reliquias hoftium Brutus 
[7] Pref. Diff. p. 76. perfequitur et Caefar. Ep. ad 
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Lepidus, be vite to enter into the league with them, 
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Brut. ib. 3. ‘°* This is faid by 
bg CEuUre only; being what 
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ze OFavius refused to pur- 
1e Antony, at that D. Bru- 
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” fus WAS 1N #0 CONaAZI10NH 10 dol. 


ay ee Sian, TALES 62 e's re 
' pare! not. 1n 10c. et 


the /ufpef&ied Cicero, i long time 
after, fophi ifically excul fes the 
onduét of Odfavius, and 
1 1 co Ue it. 43 , 
throws the chief blame of zo? 
B; 
pur, fuing . Antony upon D. Brutus 
Bellum ad Mutinam gerebatur, 
nibil ut in Caefare ‘repreben 


eres ;—— Brutideinde i ita muita 
peccata, ut quodammodo vi- 
¢toria excideret e manibus : 
yerterritos, Inermes, faucios not 
funt noffri duces peri fecuti. Ep. 
in order to 
reconcile this to true hiffory, 
arbitrarily ftrikes out the name 
Bruti, which he owns to be 


Hes 


RO 
30. 


nV) 
Manutius, 


of 


d by bis friends to haha a demana of 

nor did Plancus, who was at the 
twenty miles 
dus, immediately after their union, and carried on 
rce of Letters with Offavius himfelf, hear 
11S Wie: Ai them, 


from Antony and Lepi- 


much lefs of 
e Confi il/pip, til] a confider- 


tune { y].—Again, Ali 
the reading of the antient co- 
pies. ‘This however is certain, 
that the /u/peted Cicero here 
extends his cenfure to D. Byy- 
tus; and yet the ¢rue Cicero 
had been informed, long before 
this time, ‘‘ that D. Paves 
‘* was in no condition to por- 
‘ fue Antony, till it was too 
late, for want of Horfe, etc.” 
and that the blame of that 
neglect was to be charged to 
the fingle account of OGawius. 
Fam. xi. 10,13. Comp. 
ee of Cic. p. 62. not. 4 

[x] Life of Cic. v. ii. p. 45 

[y] Le pidus—fe cum Anes 
conjunxit a. d. iv Kal. Junias ; 
—viginti millia paffuum cum 
abeffent, res mihi nuntiata eft, 
—— Veniat Caefar cum coplis 
quas habet firmiflimas: aut, fi 
ipfum aliqua res impedit, ex- 
ercitus mittatur. Ep. Fam. x. 


Rome 


€¢ 
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Rome, fays the Vindicator, was expeéting who 
foould fucceed the Confuls; where all people’s eyes 
and thoughts would neceffarily be turned upon Okta- 
vius, as the only perfon in Italy, who could impofe 
what Confuls he pleafed [z]. He mutt fay, if he 
will fay any thing to the purpofe, ‘* that all peo- 
ae ple’s eyes and thoughts were turned upon Oéfa- 
‘<< qus as the only perfon who would make an attempt 
<¢ upon the Confulfhip bim/elf;” and then he will have 


a. fine occafion of reconciling contradictions and of 


explaining how this amdition in a boy, not twenty 
years old, could at the fame time be /o extravagant, 
that every body might well be foocked at it., He goes 
on; D.Brutus, we find, ina Letter to Cicero, dated 
May the 5%, plainly intimates his apprebenfions on 
this very ee yet I will not allow, fays he, M. 
Brutus to de half fo fagacious as his name-fake [a]. 
The apprehenfions then, which M. Brutus expreffes 
oy eke Offavius, are refolved at laft into his na- 

ura urease not into any intimation, which Oéfa- 
vius might have given of fuch a defign; whence M. 
Brutus il appear to be far more fagacious than his 
Brother Decimus. I abfolutely deny, that Decimus 
did turn, or had at this time the leaft reafon to turz 
his eyes and thoughts upon Octavius, as the only per- 
fon in Italy, who either would make an attempt upon 


23. Here Plancus, upon the ways received affurances of his 
Union of Lepidus with Antony, coming without delay ; but at 
requefts of Cicero to berecruit- laft was informed of his de- 
ed by O@avius’s forces; though mand of the Confulbip. All 
before that event he held Anto- this is related in his Letter dated 
ays army in the greateft con- Fuly 28. Ep. 24. 

tempt. Ep. 18. He likewife [z] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 76. 
follicited O@avius to join him [a] Mid. ib, Ep. Fam. xi. 
by repeated inftances, and al- 10, 

the 
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the Confulfbip himfelf, or could impofe what Confuls 
he pleafed. For Decimus, in this very Letter, dated 
May the 5‘, laments it as a great misfortune to his 
affairs, ** that Oéfavius had as little authority over 
‘* his own army as himfelf had over Ofavins [4].” 
All that Decimus plainly intimates concerning the 
Confulfbip is, ‘* that upon the vacancy of the of- 
“* fice, by the death of both the Confuls, the am- 


“< bition of the Competitors might occafion diftur- 
“* bances in the city; and that he recommends his 
G¢ 


Own concerns to Czcero, as far as he could explain 
“* by letter [c].”” He had juft before intimated, 
“* that his enemies in the city were hindering his 
promotion to honours, but could not hinder his 
purfuing the public good in the adminiftration of 
“* them [d].” Is not this intimation enough to a 
man of affairs, that Decimus himfelf was making an 
attempt upon the vacant Confulfbip, being already 
Conful Eleé for the following year? He had giv- 
en the like intimation near a week before, when 
he fent the firft news of Panfa’s death; and was 
then fo fagacious as to forefee an oppofition in the ci- 
ty, where they were fo far from turning their eyes 
upon Octavius, that the Senate was for paying little 
regard to 7. Cz/ar’s nomination of D, Brutus and 


€¢ 


ec 


[6] Sed neque Caefari impe- 
rari poteft, nec Caefar exercitui 
fuo: quod utrumque peflimum 
eft. Ep. Fam. xi. ro. 

[¢] Quantam perturbationem 
rerum urbanarum adferat obitus 
Confulum, quantamque cupidi- 
tatem hominibus injiciat vacivi- 
tas non te fugit. Satis me multa 


{cripfiffe, quae literis commen- 
dari poffint, arbitror. Scio enim 
cul fcribam. Ib. 

(@] Interpellent me quo mi- 
nus honoratus fim, dum ne in- 
terpellent quo minus Refp. a me 
commode adminiftrari poffit. 


Ib. 


L, Plancus 
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I. Plancus to the Confulfhip, and would probably 
have filled up the vacancies with two frue and trufty 
Pompeians, if it had been advifeable to difoblige 
thefe powerful Generals in fuch an hazardous fitua- 
tion of affairs [e]. In like manner we find Plancus 
more plainly iztimating his defire to be fubftituted 
in the place of Hirtius ; prefuming, that his Bro- 
ther Brutus might fucceed Panfa the fenior Conful 


[ f]. —I gave, upon this head, another inftance of 


our fufpected Brutus’s fuperior fagacity, fince he 
could both forefee Octavius’s attempt, and hear the 
report of Cicero’s being made Coniul at the fame 
time. The Vindicator does not explain, upon what 
intimation of Cicero’s real defign, upon what expe- 
ation of all Rome, or upon what maxims of politi- 
cal wifdom, fuch a conjecture could be naturally 
founded [g]. I will therefore fupply the defedt, 
and affert without fcruple, 

XV. Tuar the Sophift formed his double pro- 
pbecy upon the plan of events mentioned by the 
Greek Haiftorians; that no other account can be 


[e} Panfa amifflo,—nunc au- this fact the Dr. alledges the 


ctoritate et prudentia tua pro- 
{picias oportet, ne zazmici noftri, 
Coif. fublatis, fperent fe conva- 
lefcere pofle. Ep. Fam. xi. 9. 
Try vmdloy px ny é TO Aos- 
mov TS eres ob Llomsrnscvol pély- 
ercey avi ‘Télis re 1%; ldvow. Ap- 
pian. de bell. civ. p. 578. 

[7] Tantum te rogo, in 
Hirtii locum me fubdas, Ep. 
Fam. x. 21. 

(g] ‘* There was a report 
** {pread in the mean while 
** through the Empire, that 
** Cicero. was chofen Conful.” 


Life of Cie. y..2. p. 456, For 


authority of Brutus’s Letter. 
The report, which was fpread 
through the city at this time 
was, that Cicero would make 
himfelf Tyrant. Scitis enim 
per hos dies creberrimum fuifle 
fermonem, me cum fafcibus 
defcenfurum. In aliquem credo 
hoc gladiatorem, aut latronem, 
aut Catilinam effe confultum, 
non in eum, qui, ne quid tale 
in Rep. fieri poffet, effecerit.—— 
In me impetus conductorum 
hominum quafi in Tyrannum pa- 
rabatur, Phil. xiy. 5, 6. 
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given of Bruzus’s entertaining the thought of Cice- 
ro’s being made Con/ul; that Brutus fufpeéts Ofa- 
vius’s attempt upon the Con/ulip, not only before 
Octavius gave the leaft intimation of it, but before 
either his pretended Brother Decimus, Plancus, the 
fufpecied Cicero, or, as far as appears, any one in 
fialy expreffed or conceived any apprehenfions upon 
toat article: and as Brutus greatly diftinguifhes his 
fagacity above every perfon living at that time, fo 
this /agacity could not proceed by any meafures of 
political divination ; {ince for Offavius, a boy, not 
twenty years old, not to be content with the extraor- 
dinary honours already decreed to him, but, in con- 
tempt of thofe who decreed them, to refolve at once to 
Seize the Confulthip, was an ambition fo extravagant, 
as to be little lefs than the affettation of a Tyranny s 
and fo bold an infult upon the laws, as every body 
might well be foocked at [h]. 

But however /agacious our Sophiftic Brutus 
may appear in predicting real events; | alledged, as 
a full fartber ground of fufpicion upon him, a ma- 
nifeft and indeed /hameful blunder of his in point of 
antiquities; ‘* Since in giving Cicero an account 
** of the ftate of his army, he had made mention 
*¢ of a Sedition, which was raifed in the fourth Le- 
gion : whereas it is evident, even from many paf- 
“* fages of Cicere’s Philippics, that the fourth Le- 
“« gion, which is faid to be with Brutus in Mace- 
donia, was actually with Hirtius at this time be- 
fore Modena [7].’?-The Vindicator allows, that 


[4] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 75. quae facta eft in Legione quarta, 
Ep. of Cic. p.78. not a etc. Ep. ad Brut. 1.2. Epift. 
[7} Quod {eribis de feditione, ad C. Middlet. Pele. 

F the 
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the fourth veteran Legion was now fighting againft 
Antony i Italy, and is often celebrated in Cicero’s 
Philippics on that account. He allows likewife, that 
the Roman Legions were diftinguifbed according to 
the order, of their enrollment, i.e. at Rome, by the 
names of fecond, third, fourth, &c. [&]: but, to clear 
the Letters from the b/under, he advances for cer- 
tain faéis, firtt, That the Bais Generals, who bad 
cafion to raife new Legions in diftant parts of the 
771 oe e, ufed to name them nr ie to the order in 
which they themfelves raifed them, without regard 
to any other Legions whatfoever [1]: And, fecondly, 
That Brutus shercfire having fecured all the veteran 
troops in Macedonia, and raifed new ones to the num- 
ber of five Legions, diftinguifbed them undoubtedly by 
the order in which be himfelf had raifed them (m.) 

In the firft place, if the Roman Generals were 
afed to name their new-raifed Legions according to the 
order, in which they themfelves wide ca them, without 
regard to any other Legions whatfoever ; then the 
Vindicator might have afforded us ove inftance, at 
leaft, of fuch wf tn all the duration of the Roman 
Republic to the time of Brutus’s writing concerning 
his “fourth Legion. And as all his od bervation of 
the Roman Legions being duplicates with regard to 
their “zumeral charatters, is confined to. the Jeter 
times under the Roman Emperors, fo he has not, 
even in thefe times, alledged any one inftance of 
Legions being duplicates with regard to their zume- 
ral ee only, which is the precile cafe of the 
two fourth Legions, one af which is pretended te 
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[2] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 77. [mw] Ib. p. 79. 
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be with Brutus in Macedonia, and the other was 
fighting at the fame time againft Axtony in Italy 
[v7]. He himfelf obferves concerning his duplicate 
Legions, that they were farther diftinguifued by dif- 
ferent furnames, drawn either from the name of the 
Limperor who raifed them, or chiefly from the places 
an which they bad been railed, or had tong refided [0]. 
But for a demonftration of the falfity of his certain 
faé or main principle, I refer the Reader to a 
Letter from a very learned and ingenious Friend, 
who was pleafed, at my requeft, to indulge me the 
honour of communicating to the world a more ac- 
curate and curious differtation than has yet appeared 
in it on the 


man Le 
In the next place, the conclufion, which is built 
rinciple, muft now fall of courfe, 

viz. That Brutus therefore, having secured all the ve- 


} 


Zeran troops tn Macedonia, and raifed new ones to the 


; - 4 pu ° f= Vv + a2 9 
antient numeral charaGers of the Ro- 
ions [Hl 
Pare a ag Ni 


[~] Of the Legion, which till long after Brutus’s time, 
was fighting again{t Antony in when all the fubjeéts of the Ro- 
Ttaly, it is {aid ; Quarta wifrix man Empire were made Roman 
defiderat neminem. Phil. xiv. cétizens. Cic. Orat. pro Arch. 
12. But here vifrix is not c, §- Conf, Ulpian. Dig. 1. 1, 
the /urname of the Legion, the tit. ¢. I. 17. et Juftin. Novell. 
paflage only importing, That 78. ¢. 5- And the praétice of 
the fourth Legion was viétorious fiationing particular Roman Le- 
without the lofs of one man. gions for Jong refidence in the 

[o] Mid. Pref. Diff’ p.78. Provinces of the Empire feems 
Even thefe gexeral charaéters to have been introduced by 4u- 
betray the deter origine of the gufius. Ex militaribus coplis 
duplicate Legions. The forces, leviones et auxilia provinciatim 
which were raifed in rhe difant diftribuit. Suet. in Aug. ¢. 49. 
Provinces of the Roman Empire, Conf. c. 24. 

were incapable for the moft [p] See Dr. Chapman’s Let- 
part of being put upon the ter on the Roman Legions, an- 
public Legionary eftablifhment, nexed at the end. 


number 
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number of five Legions, diftinguifhed them undoubted- 
ly by the order in which he himfelf raifed them, with- 
out refpect to any other Legions in the Empire. We 
may farther obferve, that this is likewife demon- 
{trably falle, if the /u/peéfed Letter rightly informs 
us, that Srutus’s whole force at this time confitted 
of five Legions, befides his auxiliary troops anda 
body of Horfe [q]. For if Brutus could diftinguifh 
his fourth Legion by the order in which he him- 
felf raifed his ew troops; then fowr Legions at 
leaft of the whole number five mutt needs have been 
made up of Brutus’s new recruits. But the true 
Brutus himfelf tells us, that P. Vatinius, late Go- 
vernor of Jlyricum; had opened the gates of Dyr- 
rachium, and delivered up to him his whole army 
[7]. This army confifted of no lefs than three in- 
tire Legions; and another intire Legion was fur- 
rendered to young Cicero, who commanded under 
Brutus, by L. Pifo, C. Antony’s Lieutenant Oe 
Thus we fee Brutus become pofieffed of four intire 


[7] Cum tu eo guingue ke- legatus Antonii, Ciceroni { filio 
fiones, optimum equitatum, ma- meo tradidit. Phil. x. O., pdt is 
xima auxilia haberes. Ep, ad not improbable, that the Sophift 
Brut. i. 2. took the occafion of calling the 

{r] P. autem Vatinius Jéditious Legion, the fourth Le- 
aperuit Dyrrachii portas Bruto, gion, becaufe he knew from 
et exercitum tradidit. Phil.'x, hiftory of other shree Legions, 
6. Cum Vatinii Zegionibus quid which Brutus was mafter of ; 
erat Antonio. c. 5, and this additional Legion taken 

[5] Toe wey by “iarvesotg Tela téAn from C, Antony was eafily look- 
TS seals moaeanraubeyss, Ovarwis ed upon as the /editious Legion, 
T3 Destecoy aorvailoc ‘iMAveidy @e- becaufe the Jedition was raifed 
in Brutus’s army by Antony, 
‘Ailwvig. when he was become Brutus’s 
Appian. De bell. civ. p. 632. prifoner. Plut. in Brut. p. 996. 
Legio, quam L. Pifo ducsbat, Appian. Ib. 577. 
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Legions, which he himfelf did mot raife, and which 
were undoubtedly diftinguifhed by the orden it which 
they refpected all the other veteran Legions in the 
Empire: nor is there any more than ove Legion of 
the five, which Brutus, with the affiftance “of ou 
Hortenfius, could raife of new levies | ¢]; and this 


= a y aS | ; eee tos a Na is ar ft. 3 ee 3 
Legion could not, on any hypothefis, be di/rimguijh- 
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ed by the name of a fourth Legion. I may add, 
1 es oF thine Wee SA 2, 
that none of Cie — our veteran LCO10NS, ¥¥ hich DYU- 
yD; | 1 or 
1 Pifo, could on any 


tus re ceiver from Vatinius and 
hypothefis be called the fourth Legion; for then 
two pore egions mult be ful fitting nearly in the 
fame parts and at a {mall diftance af time; the ge- 
nuine fourth Legion, which was now fighting a 
gaintt Antony before Modena, being one of the Ma- 

edonian Legions, which M. Antony went to meet 
on its return to Brundifium, and which was fhortly 


after conducted by Od7avzus to Modena {1}. 


i 


Hence we learn, that it was very ea/y, though 
the Vindicator declares it hardly poffible, ‘for Byatus 
to diftinguifh his own Legions otherwife, than dy 


[¢] This is certain on the circa Dyrrachium volentes /- 
fuppofition of the truth of the giones extorferat ;——eratque 
fufpette d Letter, which tells us ih m legionibus validus. Paterc. 
that Brutus army confifted of 1.2. c. 69. 
five Legions Cicero therefore te] Cum Antonius occurriffet 
muft be wnderftood to rhetori- exercitui, quem ex tran{marinis 
cate, where he fays of Brutus; pe wvinciis Brundifium  venire 
Legiones confcripfit zovas, ex- jufferat, /egio Martia et Quarta 
cepit veteres. Phil. xi.12. But fablat fignis ad Caefarem 
perhaps Pater culus may oblige fe contulerunt. Paterc. |. z 

us to interpret the true Cicero 61. Antonius — Brundifium 
literally, and to reject the /u/pe- erat profectus obviam Jegionibus 
Ged Letter. M. Brutus C.Anto  Macedonicis iiii. Ep. Fam. xii. 
nio—in Macedonia, Vatinioque 23. 
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the order in which be raifed them [x]. For fince he 
received four veteran Legions izsire, they were al- 
ready diftinguifhed to his hands by their numeral 
characters. “But, fhould we allow that fome of the 
Legions were compofed of new levies, or completed 
by vee junction of feveral broken Legions; he 
might yet diftinguifh them, if there fhould be im- 
mediate occafion for it, as other Generals had done 
in like cafes, by a xominal not by a numeral chara- 
cter [y].  Laftly, he might have diftinguithed 
them by a de/criptive character; for the true Brutus 
actually did fo diftinguifh one of his Legions, and 
probably the /editious een itfelf, though it was 
before undoubtedly diftineuithe ed bya numeral cha- 
racter [z]. And pus 3 1S ert enough of what 
is farther alledged, hat Brutus, im giving an account 
of the Sedinon. in se Hick could Ri mark out the 
particular Legion in which it happened, in any other 
manner but that of the order in Ae! wt fiood among 
bis own jive ete [2]. On the contrary, he 
could not at all mark out ¢o Cicero the particular 
Legion in which the Sedition happened, by calling 
it only the fourth Legion, if that denomination re- 
fpected the order of 41s own Legions, not the order 
of all the Legions in the fervice of the Republic, ac- 
cording to their enrollmentat Rome. I arias: 
XVI. Tuat our Sophiftic Brutus is not yet 


[~] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 80. ranam, quam factam ex duabus 
[y] Privato fumptu addidit gemellam appella ibat [ Pom peius. } 
[J..Caefar] unam [legionem] Caef. de bell. civ. 1. 3. ¢. 4. 
ex Tranfal pinis con{criptam, vo- [z] Legio, quam L. Pifo du- 
cabulo quoque Gallico. Alauda cebat, kegatus Antonii,——Phil. x. 
enim appellabatur. Suet.inCexf. 6. 
C. 24.~—unam ex Sicilia yete- (a) Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 80. 
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tthe EPISTLES 
difcharged of the d/under in making mention of the 
fourth Legion in his army; fincas the Vindicator’s 
account of this affair is intirely unfupported by any 
facts of like antiquity and pertinent to the prefent 
cafe: nor could Brutus, on any hypothefis, call 
one of his meat the fourth Legion, when he tells 
us in his Letter, that he had onl y five Legions ; 
and when It ap ppears from hiftory, that four ohes 
were veteran L egions, of Jat no one could poffi- 
bly be diftinguifhed by the name of the fourth 
Legion. 
T o return to the inftances of Brutus’s extraordi- 
ary fagacily. I obferved ‘* that his correfpondent 
‘ Cicero, ina Letter dated April 18, could acknow- 
<¢ ledge a Letter of Brutus, in which he had ex- 
pres fsly declared, *‘ that he would not move bis army 
<< from Apol llonia. and Bee: till be heard of 
«¢ Antony’s flight, the eruption of his Brother Bru- 
<< tus, and the victory of theRoman people :” where- 
6< as the news of even the e firft battle before Modena, 
«“ according to the /u/peéted Letters themfelves, 
<¢ did not arrive at Rome, much lefs at Brutus, tll 
« the zo of that month [)].”* Here I argued, 
that a common man might well content himfelf with 
fay! “ that he would not move his army till he 
«¢ heard of Brutus’s being fet at liberty, or of the 
<< rege of Modena’s Jeing raifed 3” nor would be fo 


+ 


. cc 
minute in /pecifying the circ inpateg of that great 


[2] Tuum confilium vehe- toni fuga audifti, Bruti eruptio- 
menter laudo, quod non prius_ ne, populi Romani victoria. 
Exerc itum Apollonia Dyrra- Ep.ad Brut. i. 2. Conf. Ep. 3. 

ioque movifti, quam de An- Epift. ad C, Middlet, p. 210. 


event, 
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event, Antony's flight, Brutus’s eruption, and the 
victory of the Roman people: and this in fact was 
the cafe of a vote propofed in the Senate, before 
the fame event, “ that the Confuls fhould have the 
‘** commiffion of the war againft Doladella, to take 
“* place when D. Brutus /hould be fet at liberty[c].” 
But if a Sophift was the author of the contrivance, 
It is eafy to conceive how he might make Brutus 
write what he himfelf had read of, the feveral cir- 
cumfiances of an event, which in the plan of corre- 
fpondence is /uppofed to be future [d]. The Vindi- 
cator acknowledges in effect, that the bare /uppoff- 
tion of an event, which was really future, could 
not be fo circumflantially exprefled; and the point 
in queftion between us is, ** Whether the mention, 
*¢ which was made in Brztus’s Letter, of Antony's 
“© fight, Decimus’s eruption, and the victory of the 
‘© Roman people, was intended by the Letter-writer 
‘¢ bimfelf to imply the /uppofition of a future or the 
‘¢ relation of a pajt event.” 

Iw proof of the Letter-writer’s intending to ex- 
prefs the /uppofition of a future event, J alledged, in 
the firft place, the date of Cicero’s anfwer to Bru- 
tus’s Letter, as it now ftands in all the editions eit 
Here the Vindicator, forgetting that I was in the 
noviciate of my Criticifm[f], objects to me the 
ignorance of what every novice in Critici/m knows, 


[c] At veroita decernunt, ut ‘* Letter, as that Cicero himfelf 
diberato Bruto. Phil. xi. 9. “* fhould have done it.” Aid, 
[d] ‘ Inthis cafe it isashard Pref. Diff p. 83. 
** to conceive, that a Sophift —[e] Ib. p. 8o. 
“ fhould flatly contradi& by the ly ty Ds Les 
** date what he affirms in the 
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that the dates of Letters are too weak a foundation 
to lay any firefs upon [g}5 and ie the dates of Ci- 
cera’s Senn Epifiles are the onl y foundation, upon 
which he /ays firefs in ftating i: times of four prin- 
cipal faéts, of which ail the fufpected Letters make 
frequent mention, and the times of which being known 
may serve as fo many KYas Lowa as settling the dates 
of the particular Letters [h|. Nay, I will venture 
to affirm, that the precife times of almoft every fact 
in his Life of Cicero are fettled upon no better foun- 
dation than the dates of Letters or other antient 
writings; and therefore he muft either difclaim his 
principle as a Critic, or condemn his practice as an 
Hiiftorian. ‘The grounds of this wscritical principle 
are the infinite blunders that are perpetually made in 
dates, through the RENN atiee or inadvertence of Iran- 
fcribers, in all MSS. whatfoever. But can fuch a 
difciplined Veteran in ig practice of Cicero’s works 
be ignorant, atlaeee blu, nders are perpetually made 
iv almoft every line of his text, through the ignorance 
or inadvertence of Tranjcribers, the conceit of antient 
and modern Interpolators, the officioufnefs of Scho- 
liafts, and the Lankan audacioufnefs of Corre- 
ctors; on which accounts there are in BAB RP HOD 
ibetaparaniy more various readings of the text, 
1 of the dates, in all Cicero’s Letters and Ora- 
ye He panera to inftruct us how ¢he dates 
were defcribed, according to the Roman way of com- 
purine: by numeral letters y as if the fame letters 
by adding, deducting, and tran{pofing, were more 
liable to miftake, when they are zumeral than when 


pomlend 


Pref. Diff, p. 8, 
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they are elementary: and yet, after all this elabo- 
rate defcription of numerals, which expreffed the 


days of the month, our circumfpect reformer of 


dates does not want to change the dare of the day, 
but the whole zame of the month [77 OF ich 
change he produces two inftances from the whole 
collections of Cicero’s Letters to Atticus and the fa- 
miltar Letters, by comparing their dates, in Gree- 
vius’s edition, with the various readings which he 
has collected of them [k|; where Cicero very proba- 
bly did not put any name of the month at all. For 
in the one cafe, the month is fignified to Atticus by 
the contents of the Letter; in the other, the month 
was known to Z7ro by three Letters, which he had 
received a few days before [/]. 

Tuat the dates of Letters, which Letters are 
confefledly genuine, muft be changed, where they 
are contradicted either by other more certain dates 
or by any real fac?s which are mentioned in the Let- 
ters themfelves ; I readily allow. But when both 
the genuinene/s of the Letters and the reality of the 
facts are the very matter in difpute; to anfwer ob- 
jections, which are made to the Letters and taken 
from their dates, by reducing thofe dates to a con 
mity with the fatis [m], is doubly begging the que- 
{tion ; in proving the reality of the facts from the 
Juppofed genuinenefs of the Letters, and in anfwer- 
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[¢] ‘‘ Ihave taken theliberty 93. not. 9. 
**to alter the month in this [4] Pref. Diff. p. 81. not. x, 
** date, and inftead of x7v Kal. and p. 82. 
<¢ Maii, have put xiv Kal. Fun. [7] Ep. ad Att. ui. 8. Fam. 
“‘ which will folve all the ob- xvi. 7. Conf. 4, 26, 
“¢ yeCtions that are made to the [wm] Pref. Diff. p. 83. 
‘« Letter.” Mid. Ep. of Cic, p. ; 
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Obfervations on the EP1sTiEs 
ing objections to the Letters by /uppofing the reality 
of the facts. Nor, if this way of reafoning 1s ad- 
mitted, can almoft any Letter be ever prayed to 
Juppofe any future event, or to [peak of things before 
they really happened ; {ince the qualifying expedient 
would be always athand, of reducing its date to a 
conformity with its fatts. The Vindicator allows, 
that the dates ‘of Letters may be urged even in pre- 
judice to faét. 5, much more in proof of the Writer’s 
intend ng to fuppofe a future fact, when there appears 
no reafon to fufpect them ([n]; and there is no foli- 
dity in a yeafon, Which he alledges, for fufpething 
the date in queftion. For the Sophift does not by any 
means flatly contradict by the ‘aie what he affirms 
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refled by the true 7 “ulus, wnen he was not yet ac- 
juainted with the cir islets of that event. 


But with what complexion could it be fuggett- 
ed, that i have not ping Lo alle dge | in {upp ort of the é 


prefent objection, but the date of Cicero’s anfwer [0]? 
I farther alledged the contents of this anfwer and the 
exprefs teftim« ony of a fubfequent Letter; whence it 
almoft demonitrably appears, that, in the intention of 
the este eee Brutus uttered his defcriptive up - 
pofition when neither himfelf nor even his corre{ pon- 

ent pa had heard any news of the victory obtained 
be e Modena. It appears from Cicero’s anfwer, that 


ey is f{uppofed to have written to the Slonine 


fe 
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effect ; <* I have purpofed not to move my army 
“< from Apollonia and Dyrrachium before 1 have 
<¢ heard of the flight of Antony, the seek of Bru- 
** ¢us, and the victory of the Roman people a elias 
** qards 1 will lead it into the Gherlonopiar sj ate 
againit the five Cohorts which Doladella fent thither 
[p]. Brutus, agreeably to the date of Cicero’s anfwer, 
is placed in the very point of expectation of the im- 
pending event before Modena, upon which as he was 
to move his army from Apollonia, by leading it into 
the Cherfonefe (which the z//atzve particle plainly im- 
plies) fo the Sophift provides an artificial conjun- 
cture, in which Brutus might execute his whole 
vefolution of not moving his army from Apollonia 
and of leading it into the Cherfonefe, almoft at once 
And, for my part, as far as I am able tojudge, I 
take the Latin plan of Brutus’s Letter to be more 
in ingenious than the Engli/h one, which, by poftpon- 
ng Crcero’s anfwer a whole month later than its date, 
Scie Brutus, almoft a month after the victory of 
Modena, according to the computation of thefe 
Letters, tell Cicero at laft the refolution, which 
he made before that victory, of not moving his army 
from Apollonia ; in order to oppofe it to a refolution, 
made fince, of leading tt into the Cherfonefe [q]. 


[p] Teum confilium vehe- ‘¢ refolution, of not removing 
menter laudo, quod non prius ‘‘ your army from Apollnia 


aaa Wace 


exercitum Apollonia Dyrrachio- ‘* and Dyrrachium, before you 


que movifti, quam de Antoni 
fuga audiiti, Bruti eruptione, 
populi Romani victoria. Jta- 
que qued fcribis, poftea ftatuiffe 
te ducere exercitum in Cherro- 
nefum, &c. Ep.ad Brut. i. 2. 
[g] ** I highly applaud your 


had heard of Ame s flight, 
efc. As to what you write 
therefore, that you have fuce 
refolyed to lead your army 


af into the Cherfone/e, "etc. Mid. 


Ep. of Circ. p. 89. 
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248  Obfervations on the EpistT1LeEs 
T’x£ Sophift, however, as if he had been full 
as jagacious as Brutus, in forefeeing that fome Cri- 
tic of Lr nflatin Lg genius might , by difputing the date 
in Oppofition to ‘the Jentiment of his Letter, deprive 
him of the glory of ‘his plan; was refolved to fix the 
date of Cicere’s anfwer to Brutus, by referring to it 
exprelsly as written when Cicero himfelf had not 
beard any news of the vitor ‘y of Modena. For Cicero, 


waibeceek os fee Dees pepe a Aad AAA a} INN nf xl ie 
diter reciting Brutus’s de fei iptive | uppofition of the 
victory, gives an ample approbation of * his refo- 


** lution to lead his army into the Cherfonefe, and 
fer the authority of the Roman people 
ted by the moft wicked enemy, Dola- 
** bella [r].” Now Cicero, in a fubfequent Let- 
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May 5°, refers to his a} pprobation of that 


eee 
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Jame relolution, as expreffed to Brutus when =m 
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bate ge sa derveye 8 emit cea ¢ m 
** was my ad haber LaVS Ulcero, Seven be fieie: 
fou may recollect from my Kd er Le bers 


( L eo Om | ne sia Wale “— oe 4 44 ; 
“* though at that time cur only refuge Was in your 


- - ~ 


“* camp, and cur recruits of fafety in your arm LY 
** Wherefore now, when we are delivered from all 
£< danger, we en to be more intent on the over- 
** throw Of De favella [s].”? Can any reference be 

[r] Qu od feribis, poftea fla- in tyis caftris, et fab fidium Jalutis 
tuuie te ducere exercitum in in tuo exercityu. Quo magis 
Ch rronefum, nec pati icelera- nunc I liberati, ut {pero, perica- 


oiti ludibrio efile impe- /is, in Dolabella opprimendo 
rium populi Romani, facis ex occ cupati effle debemus. Ep. ad 
ua dignitate et e Republica. Brut. 1.5. Thus the ¢rue Ci- 


Ep. ad Brut. 1. 2. cero eX prefl es their confidence in 


1° 
7 


ue hoc mihi jam ante Brutus’ ar my, when they were 
ates ex fuperioribus in dai ny expectation of the 


meis literis recordari ; quan- event of Medeue. Quod gui 
juam sum et fugae portus erat ab illo abducit exercitum, et 


more 
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more plain than this is to the Letter /ii// in being, 
which pretends to be written by Cicero only two 
days before the news of the victory of Modena ar- 
rived at Rome? The Vindicator did not venture 
direétly to contradict this allegation, but only to in- 
finuate iz @ note, that the Letter of May 5 refers 
here to fome Letters now loft [¢]. I cannot help re- 
marking, that our Refpondent has arrived at a cre- 
dulity, which furpafies the power of hypothefis it- 
felf. The Letter of May 5'>, we fee, refers to a 
former Letter (not Letters) by name and under a 
certain charaéter, to which character the Letter of 
April 18 precifely anfwers, and therefore in all 
probability is the very Letter referred to. The 
hypothefis alledged in an{wer is barely pofidle on the 
fuppofition of fome Letters being /oft, to which the 
Letter of May 5°» could refer. ‘The proof of this 
hypothefis 1s, that, on the contrary, the Letter of 
April 18 refers to a decree, mentioned in the Let- 
ter of May 5°, which was made in favour of Bru- 
tus at Cicero’s motion, on the 27°» of April [u.] 


fuam. Ep. ad Brut. i. 2. That 


refpefium pulcherrimum, et 
this is no reference to the de- 


prachdium firmiffimum adimit 
Reipublicae. Phil. x. 4.-—— 
non ut ex ea acie re/pectum ha- 
beremus ; fed ut ipfa acies /ud- 
fidium haberet etiam tran{mari- 
num. Ib. xi. 11. 

[7] Mid. Ep. of Cie. p. G9. 
not. 4. 

(u} Ib. p.93.not. 9. Valde 
delector, me ante providiffe, ut 
tuum judicium liberum effet 
cum Dolabella belli gerendi: et 
id valde pertinuit, ut ego tum 
intelligebam, ad Rempublicam ; 
ut nuns judicc, ad dignitatem 


cree mentioned in the Letter of 
May 5", is evident from thefe 
words of the Letter ; Equidem 
fic fentio, fi manum habet, fi 
caftra, fi ubi confiftat ufpiam 
Dolabella; ad fidem et ad digni- 
tatem tuam pertinere eum per- 
fequi. Ep. 5. The Sophift 
feems mightily delighted with 
this poor conceit. For in the 
former Letter, we have again ; 
Facis ex tua dignitate et e Re- 


7 }« 
puolca, 
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This ‘ia indeed puts on the appearance of a 
faé, but yet it is a faé only pofible wpon the ad- 
miffion of three fuppofitions more. For the Let- 
ter of April 18» does not refer to a decree men- 
tioned in a Letter; nor does it fo much as refer to 
a Letter. But admitting that it refers to a decree 
mentioned in a Letter; yet it cannot refer to the de- 
cree mentioned in the Letter of May 5, except we 
farther /uppofe its date April 18 to be corruptly 
read inftead of f May 182. So that, if the Vindica- 
tor’s whole reafoning is reduced to its utmoft fim- 
plicity, it confifts of two /uppofitions, which are 
rendered barely poffible by admitting four fuppo/fi- 
tions es ; and this /extuple alliance of fuppofitions 
is oppofed to a direé? and fatisfactory evidence of the 
Letter dated May 5" ioe to the Letter of 
April 18".—-I would afk too, if Cicero’s Letter of 
May 5‘ refers to the approbation, which he gave 
to Brutus’s meafure in fome Letters now lof ; why 
the Letter of May 18" (according to the Englifh 
reformation of dates) fhould formally give the ap- 
probation to the fame meafure, and yet make no re- 
ference to any former Letters on that head? And 
bow many times muft Cicero’s approbation of this 
meature be fignified in the Letters now loft, when 
it is amply fionified in ¢wo of the few fcattered 
Letters aie are fiz/l Nii Laftly, the 
Letter of April 18" firft opens the fcene of Bru- 
ZUs’s profecuting the war ; apaintt Dolabella. Were 
Cicero receives ** the moft wonderful advices of 
“* Dolabella’s {ending five cohorts into the Cher/o- 
“* nefe, at a time when he was fo little apprehend 
“* ed to be turning upon Europe, that he was re- 
. <¢ ported 


<< ported to be flying away even from Afia (x). 
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‘The fcene is continued on Cicero’s fide in the Let- 


ter of May 5'*, and clofed by Brutus’s anfwer of 


May 16; where Brutus advifes, upon the authori- 
ry if Trebonius’s own Lacuteoang, both contrary 

o real matter of faé?, that Dolavella was intirely 
pie and put to fught | y}. 


XVII. We are oa 


that for the frue Brutus 


to make mention of Aeon s flight, Brutus’s eru- 
ption, and the viétory of the Roman people, before 
he heard of the victory of Modena, is a thing im- 
poffible. I have fhewn, that a Sophift, writing in 
the name of Brutus, might by an eafy miftake 


make mention of them, 


[x] Literae mihi redditae 
funt a te plenae rerum novya- 
rum, maximeque mirabiles; Do- 
Jabellam quinaue cohortes mi- 
fiffe in Cherronelum. Adeone 
coplis abundat, ut is, qui ex 
Afia fugere dicebatur, Europam 
appetere conetur? Ep. ad Brut. 
ib 2; 

[ y] Ab Satrio legato C. Tre- 
bonil nic tied eit mihi epiftola, 

——- Dolabellam caefum fuga- 
fumque effe. Ep. Bray oc I 
look upon this Intelligence as a 
contrivance of the Sophift, to 
excufe his not purfuing this 
matter any farther. It is cer- 
tain at leaft, that the ¢rue Ci- 
cero had not received it from 
Brutus, or any body elfe, after 
the beginning of Ful. Ep. 
Fam. xii. 9, 10. Lentulus, who 
was in Afia, and fent particular 
accounts of Do/abe//a’s motions, 


when he would exprefs 


expreffes his hopes, that he 
would be routed, in his Letters 
dated the 24 of Fume. Ep. 14, 
5. And Caffius hopes to re- 
duce him without a battle on 
the 13tof that month. Ep.13. 
The uf ected Brutus had fent 
another apocryphal piece of 
news, of like kind: Complu- 
ribus autem fcripfifli Dolabel- 
lam a Rhodiis effe exclufum. 
Ep. ad Brut... 4. Whereas 
the fame eee tells us, that, 
on the contrary, h ve himtelf, to- 
gether with the fe which he 
had provided for the defence of 
the scale was excluded by 
the Rhodians; who would not 
believe, that Dalabella was ad- 
judged an enemy to the State, 
and had fent two deputations to 
him, and maintained a po 
correfpondence with him. Ep. 
Fam, xii. 14, 15. 
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the /uppofition only of the victory as future in the 
plan of correfpondence. That the Letter-writer 
did zutend to exprefs a fuppofition of the victory as 
future, I have proved, firft, from the date of Cice- 
ro’s antwer, which is two days before the news of 
the victory arrived at Rome; and dates may be urg- 
ed where there is no rea/on to fufpeft them : Second- 
ly, iat the contents of Cicero’s anfwer, which im- 
plies that Arutus intimated his refolution of ftaying 
at A pollonia till he heard of the vittory, and then of 
marching into the Cherfonefe : And, laftly, from Ci- 
cero’s referring, in a f/ubfequent Toten to the very 
fame anfwer, as written before the news of the vi- 
étory bad arrived at Rome. ‘The Vindicator cannot 
oppole > the e date, but on principles which will fet a- 
we all dates; for the ipecial faci, mentioned in 
the Letter, cannot be urged againft the date with- 
out begging the queftion. ‘To the other proofs no- 
thing is oppoted, | but a tranflation, which deftroys 
the true fenfe of the Letter, and a licentioufnefs of 
vhich will evade all bzfforical evidence. 

AcatinsT the Letter dated “April 18%, that is 


two days before the news of the fame victory arriv- 
1 I farther alledged, that it contained a 


ed at Rome, 
falfe fact, ‘* fince Cicero, where he approves of 
“c Bete 5°s defign to march againft Dolabella, makes 
‘© mention of a former niprousinns which was made 


SS iy His means, for Sr utus’s s having a difcretionary 
‘¢ power of profe cating the war againft Dolabella 
“¢ fz]: whereas the true Cicero déclated a quite 


[x] Valde delector, me ante belli gerendi. Ep. ad Brut. 
providiffe, uttuum judicium li- 1, 2, 
berum effet cum Dolabella 
** contrary 
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contrary opinion in the Senate, upon a reafon 
‘¢ which muft be fubfifting till the event of Adode- 
“° ya, viz, that they might have a refort from Mé- 
S* dena to Brutus’s forces in Greece, or that the ar- 
‘* my before Modena might be reinforced from 
<¢ thence. On which account the true Cicero pro- 
<< pofed a decree for granting the commiffion of the 
<< war again{ft Dolabella to C. Caffius only, objeét- 
<< ing to Brutus by name [a]. 

Tue Vindicator fo far allows the whole areu- 
ment, as to confefs that the faé7, which I alledged 
from the Letter, /hews the date to be falfe [b]; and 
confequently it /bews the Letter to be /purious, if 
the date is ¢rue; nor can it be pleaded againft the 
date without /uppofing the Letter to be genuine. 
But I farther fhewed, that the Letter-writer mighe, 
confiftently with the date of his Letter, and moft 
probably did refer to a former provifion, which, ac- 
cording to his ideas of the matter, was fufficient for 
the purpofe of Brutus’s difcretionary power to pro- 
fecute the war againft Dolabella. . For the true Ci- 
cero, where he decrees’ the commiffion of that war 
to C. Caffus only, makes a declaration, ‘* that if 
<< Brutus fhould think it for the public good to 
‘‘ profecute the war again{t Do/abella, he would do 


n 


[2] Quis igitur is eft? Aut dium haberet etiam tranfmari- 
M. Brutus, aut C. Caffius, aut num. Cenfeo Senatui 
uterque. Decernerem plane,— _ placere, C. Caflium —— bello 
ni Brutum colligaflemas in P. Dolabellam terra marique 
Graecia, et ejus auxilium ad perfequi. Phil, x 11, rani EB 
Italiam vergere, quam ad A- pift. ad C. Middlet. p. 219g— 
fiam maluiflemus: non [folum] 22t. 
ut ex ea acie refpeCtum habe- (4] Ep. of Cie. p. 93. not. g. 
remus, fed ut ipia acies fubfi- 
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<< it at bis own difcretion, without the Senate’s de- 
<< cree; for both Brutus and Cafus were a Senate 
<< to themfelves [c]. The true Cicero likewife, 
in a Letter to Ca/ius, acquaints him with the bold 
declaration, which he made to the Senate in his 
name, ** that he would not wait the Senate’s de- 
“© crees, but act af difcretion in defence of the ae 
dj.” ‘This authority of the true Cicer 

which was both declared to the Senate and “ih 
wards urged by himfelfin a ; etter to Caffius, might 
be eafily conftrued by a Book-politician into as am- 
Ee a commiffion asa SH of the Senate or the 

tter of a Conful [e]. Accordingly we find, that 
it was actually fo conftrued either by the fame So- 


phift, or his younger Brother and Imitator. For 
we find him tellin g Brutus, in a Letter dated Aprit 
Vai 


13th, or five days before the date of the Letter un- 
der prefent avi leration 5 *¢ that though he could 
“© not carry his vote in the Senate, for C. Caffius’s 
«¢ having the command of the war againft Do/a- 
«© bella, yet he made a bold declaration there, that 
“ Caffius was already poffeffed of that command, 
“: eyen without the Senate’s decree, and that his 
<< declaration extended to Brutus too ;’? upon which 
he promifes to fend him his Speech [ f].—On this 


fc] Quod fi Brutus——~ ftra, fed te ipfum tuo more 
intellexerit, plus fe Reip. pro- Remp. defenfurum. Ep. Fam. 
futurum, fi Dolabellam perfe- xii. 7. 
quatur, aget ipfe per fefe ; [e] Sed Confules neque Se- 
———nam et Brutus et Caflius natus confulto, neque literis 
ae jam “ rebus ipfe fibi Se- praeceperant mihi quid face- 

tus fuit. Phil. xi.air. rem. Ep. Famex. 31, 

a; Promifi enim et prope [f] Et quidem audacter di- 
Caiiatt te non expectafle cebam, fine noftro Senatus con- 
ec expeciaturum decreta no-  fulto jam jllud eum bellum ge- 


head 
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head I took notice of another fale fact, which is 
contained in the Letter of the /u/pecfed Cicero, dated 
May 5**, For Cicero exprefsly tells Brutus, ** that 
** he advifed to him the meafure of profecuting the 
‘© war againft Dolabvella, at the time when their on- 
‘¢ ly refuge was in his camp, and their recruits of 
_ & fafety in his army ;” 7. e. before the news of the 
battle before Modena arrived at Rome[g]. This, 
we have feen, 1s directly contrary to the judgment 
of the true Crcero. 

XVII. We are agreed, that the ¢rue Cicero, be- 
fore he heard the news of the battle before Modena, 
could not tell Brutus of his having formerly provided 
for him a difcretionary power of profecuting the 
war again{t Doladella. I have fhewn, that a So- 
phift, writing in the name of Cicero, might very well 
do it by the maxims of his own vifonary politics, 
The faé then, which, on my hypothefis, is confi- 
ftent with the date of the /u/pected Letter and pro- 
bable zz zt/elf, cannot be urged againft the date 
without begging the queftion: and all the direct 
evidence, which evinces the date of the Letter to be 
agreeable to the zxtention of the Letter-writer, mutt, 
by the Vindicator’s own confeffion, evince the Let- 
ter to be /purious. Again, the ¢rue Cicero was 
utterly averfe to the meafure of Brutus’s profecuting 
the war again{t Doladella before the event of Moede- 
na; the fufpected Cicero declares in exprefs words, 
that he advifed the meafure to Brutus before that.e- 
vent, ‘To this the Vindicator anfwers nothing. 


rere. De te etiam dixi tum Brut. i. 4. 
quae dicenda putavi. Haee ad (g] Ep. ad Brut. i. 5. 
t¢ oratio perferetur, Ep. ad 


I cannot 
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T cannot difmi ifs the fubject of the Senate’s decree, 
vhich is mentioned i& the Letter dated May 5", 
and faid to have been made in favour of Brutus, at 
Cicero’s pe n the 27" of April; without re- 
narking upon the form of it, that it betrays the So- 
phift’s ignorance of the elegant concifenefs of truly 
Claffical decrees, and his laborious endeavour to fpin 
outa wie period. Cizcero affents to Servilius’s mo- 
tic ‘ for ora nting commiffions of the war againft 
“¢ thofe who were adjudged enemies to the State ; and 
“¢ particularly for gra inting to Caffius the commiffion 
‘* of the war abvalnin Dolabella ;” to which he adds 
an appendix, in favour of pareve conceived in thefe 
words ; ‘* that Brutus alfo fhould profecute the war 
‘¢ again{t Doladella, if he thought it convenient and 
“* of benefit to the Republic; but if he could not 
** do it conveniently for the Republic,. or if he 
“¢ thought it would not be for the benefit of the Re- 
** public, then he might continue with his army 
** where he was [g].”? I prefume the ¢rue Cicero 
would hardly onerate his part of the decree with fo 
many fpecialities, nor even exprefs the two cafes, 
to the fame effect, of Brutus’s judging it for the 
public fervice, and of his zor judging it for the pu- 
blic fervice, to purfue Dolabella; but content him- 
{elf with decreeing, ‘ that errs might purtue 


“* Dolabella at his difcretion [/].” But it is ob- 
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[g] Decrevi hoc amplius, ut res. Ep. ad Brot. i. 5. 
tu, fi ‘arbitrarere utile eque Rep. [4] Si— Brutus— intellexerit 
efile, perfequerere bello Dolabel- plus’ fe Reip. profuturum, fi 
lam: fi minus id commodo Dolabellam perfequatur, quam 
Reip. facere poffes, five non fi in Graecia maneat,——P hil. 
mate e Rep. elle, eee 8 ee 
idem locis exercitum contine- 


fervable, 
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fervable, that the Sophift falfifies the matter of the 
decree, which was really made by the Senate in this 
affair, and expreffed in fuch terms as intirely to fu- 
perfede the ufe of Cicero’s claufe in favour of Bru- 
tus. The Senate decreed, ** that Brutus and Ca/- 
“* fius thould be invefted with the legal govern- 
‘ ment of the Provinces of Macedonia and Syria, 
* which they had refpectively feized without pro~ 
“¢ per authority; and with the extraordinary go- 
*¢ vernment of all the Provinces beyond the feas 
[4]. But if the concern of Delzbella was {pe- 
cially appointed by the Senate, it was (till commit. 
ted to C. Caffius only [k]. 

As a ftill farther ground of /u/picion upon the 
Sophiftic Brutus, I alledged, that he does not only 
prefume, as we have feen, of his Brother Decimus’s 
eruption out of Modena before that event happened, 
but, in anfwer to Cicero’s firft advices concerning 
the victory of Modena, exprefs himfelf in thefe 
words; ‘* How great joy it gave me, to hear of 
‘* the affairs of our Brucus and the Csnfuls (now he 
was told, that both the Confuls were killed) it is ea- 
“* fier for you to imagine than for me to exprefs, 
** I applaud and rejoice on many accounts, but par- 
** ticularly on this; that Brutus?s eruption was not 
“* only falutary to himfelf, but of the greateft fer- 
‘* vice to obtaining the victory.”? Where I ob- 
jected, firft, that Brutus {peaks of the eruption of 


wr 


a 


[7] Bruto Caffioque provin- 
clae, quas jam ipfi fine ullo 
S.C. occupaverant, decretae. — Lugiay xj tdy worsmov Tov ewpes 
Omnia tran{marina imperia eo- Acaa@iarray évexerppoave Dion. 
oo pee arbitrio. Paterc, Rom. Hitt. p. 3176 
o 2. C, O2, 


mm ; ~ \ 
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Decimus before he had heard of it: Secondly, that 
he declares it to have been of the greateft fervice to 
obtaining the victory of Modena; whereas in reali- 
ty it was of no fervice at all [7]. 

Firft, C ICE RO’s advices, to which Brutus an- 
fwers within twenty three days, were fent the fecond 
day after the expel which brought the news of the 
ease arrived at Rome; but tie fame exprefs fi- 
pen ‘¢ that Decimus continued ftill blocked up in 
Modena {m].? Here the Vindicator allows in 
effeét, that Cicero could not advertife Brutus of the 
eruption of Decimus by the firft advices which he fent 
him concerning the victory ; but, according to his 
cuftom, entrenches himfelf in a /uppofition, that 
Brutus, who returns an anfwer to thofe advices on- 
ly, might, fince the date of Cicero’s Letter, have 
heard more of that moft important event, dpe from 
Cicero, or fome body elfe [un]. That I may force this 
entrenchment therefore, and cut off all poffibility of 
evafion for the future, I affirm, that the /u/pected 
Cicero’s OW! advices confift of /ome particulars, 
which he could not have beard of at the time when 
he pret ends to writethem. The Vindicator kindly 
informs me, that there were two feveral victories ob- 
tained againft Antony before Modena: in the firft 


a 09 


[7] Quanta fim Jaetitia af- 217, 18. 
fectus, cognitis rebus Bruti no- («] Ep. ad Brut. i. 3, 4. Si, 
ftri et Confulum, facilius eft ti- ut ex literis, quae recitatae funt, 
bi exiftimare, quam mihi fcri- P.C. {celeratifimorum hoftium 
bere. Cum alia laudo et gau- exercitum cae/um fu/umque Co- 
deo accidiffe, tum quod Bruti gnovi; fic—D. Brutum egref/um 
eruptio non folum ipfi falutaris jam Mutina effe cognoviffem: 
fuit, fed etiam maximo ad vi- Philoxive a: 


ctor ia m adjumento. Ep - Brut. ta Mid, Prei. Dill, Pp: 85. 


whit 


4. Ep. ad C. Middlet. p. 


ae abe k 


Panfa 
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Panfa was mortally wounded, but Antony’s troops 
defeated by Hirtius: in the fecond Antony was ut- 
terly routed, though Hirtius bim/elf was killed [0]. 
The firft victory was obtained on the 15th of April, 
the news of which arrived at Rome on the 20%, in 
jive days from Modena, the ufual time for performing 
that journey by an expeditious Courier [p]. Now 
the /ufpeéied Cicero, in a Letter dated April 2.24, 
makes a flight mention of both thefe viftories ; whence 
it became neceffary to affert, that the fecond victory 
happened A DAY or Two after the other, and that 


the news of it reached Rome at the fame diftance of 


time, 1, e. on April 22° [q]. But though there was. 
very likely, the fame diftance of time between the 
news of the firft and fecond viGories reaching Rome, 
that there was between the events of the victories 
themfelves ; yet the /econd victory did not happen 
till SEVERAL Days after the other, M7. Antony 
objected to Ofavius, that he ran away from the 
Jirft battle, and did not fo much as make his appear- 
ance till after two days [r]: nay, the Jufpected Cice- 
ro himfelf very innocently tells us, that there was 
an interval of a few days between the two battles 
[s]. It is farther manifeft, from the date of the ac- 
count, which Galba fent to Gicero, of his own con- 


[o] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 84. nius eum fugiffe fcribit, ac fine 
[p] Mid. Ep. of Cic. p. 60. paludamento equoque poff di 
not. 6. Lupus nofter cum Ro- duum demum apparuiffe. Suet. 
mam /exto die Mutina veniffet, in Oug, 6.10: 
poltridie me mane convenit. Ep. [s] Hirtius quidem in ipfa 
Fam. xi. 6. victoria occidit, cum paucis die- 
[¢] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 84. bus magno proelio ante viciflet. 
[r] Priore [proelio] Anto- Ep. ad Brut. i. 3. 
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uct in the firft battle, that the /ecend did not hap- 
pen till after April 20", that is, not fooner than the 
fixth es after the fir/? battle [¢]. Again, the fu- 
[petted Cicero, in his Letter dated April 22%, makes 
a flight mention of the death of both the Confuls Le 
Now Panjfa did not die tilla few days more after the 
fecond battle, in which Hirtius was killed [x]. It 
appears from Decimus’s own account, that Pan/fa did 
not die at Bologna [y] ull the fecond day, at leat, 
after Hirtius was k illed ,; and therefore the /u/pedt- 
ed Cicero mutt write of the death of Panfa from 
Rome at leaft as foon as Pan/a was actually dead at 
Bologna. Nay, there is reafon to believe, that the 
interval between the ‘wo vifories was confiderably 
greater than I have reprefented 2 for Decimus, 
whole particular concern it was, fends the news of 
Panfa’s death in a Letter dated April 29%, when he 
was got Rat to Regium Lepidi, that is, about eigh- 
teen Englifb miles from Modena, in the purfuit of 
“Antony rz]. Will now our Doétor of dates again 


= a] 5 A j 7 . 
[rz] Res bene gefia elt. A.d. eft eum mortuum effe. Biduo 
es. Fr a a ‘ . 2. rr in e, : > rs 
x1i Iai WMiall, E€X Caltris, Lp. me Antonius antecefiit. E 
‘ aha 4 - ‘ol Lor > ; © 
Fam. x. 30 Fam. xi 13. Hence it ap- 


[u} Confules duos bonos qui- pears, that the Dr. miftakes 
dem, fed duntaxat bonos,amifi- the matter in telling us, that 
nus. Ep.ad Brut. 1. 3. the Conful Panfa died the day 

[x] Hoc bello cum Hirtius following (the fecond action 
in Wee! Panta tas poft ex oni before Mod: na) of his wounds 
nere periiffent,—S Suet. in Aug. at Bologna. Life of Cic. v. i1. 


c.1o. Confulum autem alter p. 428. 


inacie, alter poff paucos dies ex [x] Panfa amiff, quantum 
vulnere mortem obiit. Paterc. detrimenti Refp. acceperit, non 
Li. CoG te praeterit. Nunc profpi- 


[y] Hic dies hoc modo abiit. cias oporret, ne imimici noftri, 
Poffero die mane a Panfa ium Cofft /ublatis, {perent fe con- 
arcefitus Bononiam. Cum in valefcere poffe. Ep. Fam. ib. 9. 


itinere eflem, nuntiatum min 


apply 


apply his medical hand to the cure of the dase of 
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our fufpected Cicero’s Letter, which makes a flight 
mention of the death of both the Confuls; andre- 
duce it to a conformity with its foé#s, by the eafy 
change of 4pri/ 224 to May 24, When his hand 
is in, he may extend the falutary operation to 
Brutus’s anfwer, and either refcind or rectify the 
whole mafs of thefe corrupted dates [a]. It is ex- 
pected that he thould fpeak out on this head, and 


tell us, 


XVIII. How Cicero, 


in a Letter dated April 


224, could make a flight mention of the two viéfo- 
ries, obtained before Modena, and of the death of 
both the Confuls ; when the news of the fir? victory 
arrived at Rome, April 20", in five days from Mode- 


na, the time for performi 


ng that journey by an ex- 


peditious Courier ; and when there was an interval 


[2] The fufpeted Cicero's 
next Letter likewife, dated 
May 5%, acquaints Brutus with 
a decree of the Senate of Apri/ 
27%, by which Ventidius was 
declared an enemy, for joining 
Antony in his flight towards 
the Alps, with three Legions. 
Ep. ad Brut. i.5. Mid. Ep. of 
City, Geer noth2. birt, 2), 
Brutus, who was purfuing 4z- 
tony at a {mall diftance from 
him, very well knew, on April 
29%, that Ventidius was far 
from joining Axztony. Utrum- 
que me praeftaturum fpero, ne 
aut Ventidius elabatur, aut An- 
tonius in Italia moretur. Ep. 
Fam. xi. 9. He writes the firtt 
advices of the junction in a Let- 
ter dated May 5%, Hoc acceflit 


manus Ventidii, quae trans A- 
penninum ztimere fatto difficil- 
limo ad Vada pervenit, atque 
ibi fe cum Antonio conjunxit. 
Ep..10. .At the time of the 
junction Decimus was only at 
the diftance of thirty miles from 
Antony, and before Antony had 
arrived at the Yada, where he 
was joined by Ventidius, Decz- 
mus {ays of him; Itinera fecit 
multo majora fugiens, quam 
ego fequens. Ep. 13.——Quae- 
ve, How could Ventidius, on 
the 27°" of May, be judged an 
enemy by the Senate of Rome, 
for having joined Antony ? Or 
how could even Cicerxo write of 
this junction in a Letter dated 
May wer ? 
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between the two victories themfelves of a few days, 
by Cicerc’s own confeffion, and of five days at 
the leaft, by Galba’s account, and, in all probabili- 
ty, of a few days more; and, laftly, when the Con- 
ful Panfa died the /econd day, at the leaft, after the 
Jecond victory, by the account of Dette who 
writes not of Panfa’s death till April 29 though 
he defires to fucceed to the Confulfhip in his place. 

Secondly, THE Sophiftic Brutus declares the e- 
ruption of Decimus to have been of the greateft fer- 
vice to the obtaining of the victory before Mode- 
na; whereas in reality it was of no fervice at all._— 
The Vindicator affects to make me argue, that 
Decimus could not make any fuch eruption, as is here 
pretended, only becaufe Antony voluntarily quitted 
the fiege of Modena[d]; and he gravely goes on to 
fhew, that Antony’s army was cut to pieces, and 
therefore his flight oni not confift with a voluntary 
retreat {(c]. 1 obferved, that a great part of Anto- 


L 
my’s army was indeed cut to pieces [d]; but full 
maintain, upon the credit of old Homer, that Anto- 
ay might voluntarily quit the fiege ; and, upon the 
report of Afmius Pollio and Appian, that he aétually 
did fo [e). The opportunity oh a deliberate retreat 
was given him by the death of Hirtius, the one Ge- 


Ya 


neral, and by the retreat of O/favius, the other 


(S] Mid. Pref Diff. p. 85. nam omnis ex proelio integer 

[c] Ib. p. 86. decéfit, up. wom ay 

[a] Ep. ad C, Middlet. Pp: [e] “Exav aénovls oF Summ. 
219. Revertor——ad Antoni- Haec mthi fcribuntur ex ete 


um, qui ex fuga cum parvu- —et nuntiantur, Antonium 
fam manum militum haberet in-  turpiter Mutinae obfeflionem re- 
ermium, Ep. Fam. xi. 10. liquifle. Ep. Fam. x. 33. Ap- 
Equitatum habet magnum; pian. De bell. civ. p. 573. 


General, 
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General, from Axtony’s camp ; and it was taken by 
him the morning after the battle, when that mea- 
fure was debated in a council of war, the two fur- 
viving Generals having continued all night under 
arms, and in their feparate camps[f]. That D. 
Brutus kept himfelf confined within the walls of 
Modena during the whole action, and did not in the 
leaft contribute to the obtaining of the viétory, 1s evi- 
dent from the exprefs teftimony of Dio [g]; and 
the Vindicator himfelf, when he relates, on the 
fole authority of the /u/pecfed Letters, <* that D. 
‘¢ Brutus, taking the opportunity to fally out of the 
‘© town at the head of his garifon, helped greatly 
“© ¢o determine and complete the viétory ;” confefles 
at the fame time, that ‘* fome Writers give a dif- 
“¢ ferent relation of this action [4]. Indeed all 
Writers of any account, both Greek and Latin, a- 
gree in giving this different relation, and in afcrib- 
ing to D. Brutus no other concern in the whole a- 
ffion, than the obtaining of bis liberty by the event 
of it [7]; nor is any evidence produced to difprove 
my affertion, ‘* that this fame eruption of Brutus, 
‘© during the engagement, is not taken notice of by 


que et Mutina objidione libera- 
tis audivi. Ep. Fam. x. 11. 
Quis erat qui quidquam timeret 


[f] Appian. ib. p. 572. 
[ge] Tots seclarass rots cup- 
Torvoexnvercsy ob [ Acxipo | 1% 


PUES 1 oom tors TS Kaiouegos 
meorecoy meoemn yyerlo, KabTEp [Ax- 
Oty ic Thy vinny cupbarosvars, 
GAN amo Tuy Tey avlny dso, 
oobyvact Eye OO. Dion. Hitt. 
Rom. p. 317. 

[A] Life of Cic. v. ii. p. 427, 
8 


aa De proelio facto, Bruto- 


profligato illo, te fiberato? Xi. 
18. D. Brutus obfdione tibe- 
yatus. D. Bruto, quod afe- 
no beneficio viveret, decretus 
triumphus. Paterc. I. 2.¢. 61, 

.D. Bruto obfidione Mu- 
tinenfi a Caelare /iherato, Liv. 


Hitt. Epit. ler 19. 
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‘¢ any Writer, but the author of the fufpetiéd Let- 
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The paffage of the true Cicero, which 


I pointed out, declares to D. Brutus, a confiderable 


time 


after the /fecond vid ‘ory of Modena had been 


heard of at Rome, ‘s that his famous eruption out 


or ” ya ] 
** of Modena, 


+6 and hi IS arn ny 
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“© pectation of a decifive victory [/] ; 
leaft Maes ps Brutus s eru- 
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[4] Tantam fpem attulerat 
eX} ple oratae vicloriae tua prae- 
clara Mutina eruptio, fuga An- 
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Une a Pa in the action, that 


f battle, nor informed of 


ius, or the refolutions of Ofavins 


fter the action, 


there, he returned to his camp, and 


red Anto7 ry to get 
2 


the ftart of him by 


It is indeed Bs {urprizing, 


Ep. 


t 
Fam x1. 14. Res fie fe ha- 
bebat, ut totius belli omne dif- 
crimen in D. Bruto pofitum vi- 
deretur; qui fi, ut {perabamus, 
erupiflet Mutina, zhi] bel/i re- 
liqui fore eed Dah ge 

[ 7] Sequi confeftim Anto- 
nium his de caufis-—— non potul. 
-—— Hirtium periffe nefciebam ; 
Caefari non credebam_priuf- 


onl , concifo exercitu, 
} 


| aes 
that 
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that a profefled Writer of the Hiftory of Cicero’s 
times fhould argue from Cicero’s calling the eru- 
ption of Brutus famous, that it was an aétion of vi- 
gour and importance towards determining the vittory 
[72]; when he could read in all the Hiftorians, how 
the Senate is f{tigmatized for fhamefully decreeing 
to Brutus a triumph on account of this famous eru- 
ption, though it was an aétion of no vigour and im- 
portance; and for almoft intirely neglecting Ofa- 
vius, who behaved very gallantly in the /econd a- 
ction, and purchafed to Brutus his liberty by it [o]. 

XIX. [ have proved, againft the exprefs affer- 
tion of the Sophiftic Brutus, the relation of Cicero’s 
Biographer, and the Exg/i/ commentary upon the 
fufpected Letters, that the eruption of Decimus out 
of Modena was of no fervice to the obtaining of the 
victory there. For Aztony quitted the ese of Mo- 
dena by deliberate advice, though much doin his 
will, as is declared by Pollio and Appian. On the 
other hand, that Decimus was not prefent in the a- 
Eiion of the field, is clear from Appian’s account, ex- 
prefsly afferted by Dvo, and intimated by the lan- 
guage of all the beft Writers, who, with regard to 
Decimus’s concern, {peak of his /beration, and no- 
thing elfe. The fame is evinced, beyond all exce- 
ption, by Decimus’s own journal, which manifefts 


quam conveniflem et collocutus Conf. Pref. to Life of Cie, p. 
effem. Hic dies hoc modo 1g. 

abiit. Poftero die manea Panfa [o}] Sequenti [proelio] fatis 
fum arceffitus Bononiam. conitat, non modo ducis, fed 
Recurri ad meas copiolas.——- etiam militis funétum munere. 
Bidwo me Antonius anteceffit. Suet. in Aug. c.10. Vide Pa- 
Ep. Fam. xi. 13. tercs 1. i... C. G23 meelnigea eit. 

(w] Mid. Pref. Dif. p. 86, Epic. lL 11g. 
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his ignorance of the feveral events of the action, e- 
{pecially of Hirtius’s death, till the morning after 
the victory was obtained. And as the Vindicator 
confeffes, that the relation of /ome Writers differs 
from his own in this point, fo he has not been able, 
though he was challenged to do it, to alledge one 
antient Writer, who agrees with him. For to make 
the true Cicero’scomplimental defcription of an eru- 
ption as famous and giving the affurance of a future 
decifive vittory over Antony, to be an argument of 
its having - done the greateft fervice to the See of 
the paft vzéfory Bate Modena, betrays fome want 
of ‘bataftte neditation, as well as milftake about 
both Czcero tid his times. 

THe fame Letter, dated pri] 224, which makes 
a flight mention of t'ae two victories obtained before 
Modena, prefents us likewife with the very form of 
the Senate’s decree; by which * all are adjudged 
“¢ enemies to the State, who had followed the {eG 
‘© of M. Antony [p]}.” Here I afk, in the language 
of the true Cicero ; Did the V adicamar ever fee fuch 
a decree in his life [g]? A decree, unnaturally figu- 
rative in the expreffion, but in the matter of it quite 
plete ‘able, fince it does not fo much as require 
an overt-aci for a man’s being adjudged a public e- 
nemy, and in reality reputes all to be enemies, who 
had ever been of M. Antony’s party, whether in the 
field, inthe Senate, or athome. On a former oc- 
cafion, the Senate, at the motion of the true Cicero, 


buy 


with a more juft and | iegal precifion, made a decree 


[p] Hoftes autem omnes ju- [g] Quando ita decerni vi- 
dicati, qui M. Antonii feétam difti? — Pitlexaa. 
fecutifunt. Ep. ad Brut. i. 3. 


concerning 
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concerning thofe ** who had been, who are, or who 
‘© fhall be in Antony’s camp [rv]; and this was the 
purport of the very decree, which the Sophift hints 
at, as made after the victory of Modena [s]. It 
may not perhaps be too great prefumption to at- 
tempt an account of the manner in which he came 
by his fictitious Senatus confultum, and of the ufe 
for which he intended it. The fentiment of it 
feems to have been taken from Dio, and the ex- 
preffion from Suetonius, where both of them are re- 
lating the events of the battles before Modena (t]; 
and the word /eé#a was particularly fuitable to the 
Sophiftic purpofe of laying a foundation for an epi- 
{tolary controverfy between Cicero and Brutus in the 
ambiguous {enfe of the Senate’s decree, Cicero ar- 
gues, that C. Autony, now Brutus’s prifoner, is in- 
cluded in the defcription of the Partizans of M. 
Antony [ul]: Brutus dares not interpret the decree 
in that extent, nor can be prevailed upon to ufe C. 
Antony as an enemy by his own private advice []. 
The Vindicator, as one would expect, clofes with 


rt, 


[r] Qui cum M. Antonio funt, 
qui ab armis difcefferint, 
iis fraudi ne fit, quod cum M. 
Antonio fuerint. Si quis poft 
hoc S.C. ad Antonium profectus 
fuerit. Phil. viii. in fine. — 
His fraudi ne effet, quod cum 
Antonio fuiffent. Nonius in voc. 
Aditus. 

[s] Antonius—— hoftis a Se- 
natu, cum omnibus qui intra 
pracfidia ejus erant, judicatus 
eft. Liv. Hift. Epit. 1. 119. 

[7] Tes te ovyecelacberlas av 
To mavlas ty TE WoAeswy pwobpes 


tvouso av. ——Dion. Hilt. Rom. p. 


317. Suetonius fays concerning 
Ofavius, Quo magis poeni- 
tentiam prioris /effae approba- 
ret,—meaning the change of his 
aay of thinking in politics. In 
Aug. c. 12. 

[w] Itaque id Senatus con- 
fultum plerique interpretantur, 
etiam ad tuos five captivos five 
dedititios pertinere. Ep. ad 
Biot. ts 

[x] Quod—nondum Senatus 
cenfuit, id arroganter non 
praejudico, neque revoco ad 
arbitrium meum. Ep. Brut. ib. 
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Cicero’s opinion, and is pofitive, that C. Antony was 
included in the general vote againft all the adherents 
of that party [y}. 

We proceed to fome inftances of contradiftion, 
in the Letters, not only to true Hiffory, but even 
between themfelves; and, to {peak my mind freely, 
the Letters of the ¢wo books, as they are diftinguifh- 
ed in the Latin editions, could hardly come from 
the fame hand ; the Letters of the /econd book being 
more mean in compofition, trifling in conception, 
and faulty in their matter, than the Letters of the 
Jirft; befides that they are inconfiftent with them in 
numerous places. The Lyglifh Editor however 
fhould have remembered their right of immemorial 
poffefion, and let them continue in a place more fuit- 
able to their later origine, where they were jumbled 
together confufedly and read with little or no regard. 
The firft inftance of contradition between the Let- 
ters 1s, $* That Brutus declares himfelf in want of 
‘*¢ both money and recruits; when it appears from 
‘“< his own account, that he had five Legions, the 
<* belt body of Horfe, and the greate/t number of Auxi- 
‘¢ faries ; and from Hiffory, that his force in Ro- 
“* man Legions was even greater than he reprefents 
“it [z].” Here the Biographer obferved, that 
though Brutus intimated nothing in bis public Let- 
ters, but what was profperous and encouraging, yet 


(y] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. gs. quo [Bruto] infperatum et re- 
{z} Duabus rebus egemus, pentinum Reip. praefidium le- 
Cicero, pecunia et /upplemento. gionum, equitatus, auxiliorum 
Ep. Brut. il. 5. Cum tu eo magnae et firmae copiae com- 
quinque legiones, optimum e-  paratae funt. Phil.x.11. See 
qujtatum, maxima auxilia ha- p. z4o. 
beres. Ep. ad Brut.i. 2. A 
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in bis private accounts to Cicero, he fignified a great 
want of money and recruits, and begged to be fupplied 
with both from Italy, e/pecially with recruits: to 
which J replied, that this was no folution of the 
knot; fince Brutus fignified in his private accounts 
to Cicero, that he had five Legions, the deft body of 
Forfe, and the greateft number of Auxiliaries [a]. 
But now he, for his part, never dreamt of any knot 
in the cafe, nor can fee any, but in my imagination, 
who fancy, that five Legions, with an excellent bo- 
dy of Horfe, was a force fufficient to fupport the I:- 
berty of Rome [4]. And I, for my part, never 
dreamt, or do now fancy, that Brutus’s force was 
fufficient to fupport the liberty of Rome; but it was 
abundantly fufficient for Arutus’s purpofes, as was 
fancied by the /u/pecied Cicero himfelf, who had 
been informed by him, at the very time when the 
recruits were wanted, that C. Antony was reduced 
into his power; and who highly undervalued the 
five Coborts, which Dolabella had fince fent into 
the Cherfonefe, in comparifon of Brutus’s forces 
{c]. The Vindicator, who by his acquaintance with 
Sophifts has learnt the art of anfwering all obje- 
élions by changing the ftate of the queftion, urges, 
that when D. Brutus, who had ten Legions, was 
joined with Plancus, who had four, with the firongeft 
body of Horfe; yet they both earneftly demanded fupplies 
[d]. But he well anfwers his own argument in far- 


[a] Life of Cic. v.ii. p. 372. Quinque autem cohortibus quid 
Ep. ad C. Middlet. p. 223. fenam facturum arbitratus eft, 

[6] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 87. cum tu eo quinque legiones— 

[c] Antonius adhac eft nobif- haberes? Ep. ad Brut. i. 2. 
cum. Ep. Brut. i. 5.—— [d] Pref. Diff. p. 87. 
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ther telling us, that they had great reafon to prefs 
that demand ; fince Antony, after his union with Le- 
pidus, marched into Italy with feventeen Legions and 
ten thoufand Horle, and left fix Legions ftill bebind 
him in Gaul [e]. Now our Brutus has five com- 
plete Legions, chiefly veteran, not newly raifed, 
the deft body of Horfe, and the greate/t number of 
Auxiliaries ; and yet preffes his demand of {upplies 
at a time—when he is poffefled of all Macedonia, 
has not one enemy in Greece, not even Dolabella’s 
Cohorts in the Cher/one/e ; when the liberty of 
Rome likewife is fupported in Italy, againft 4. An- 
tony’s three Legions, with more than three Legions 
of veteran foldiers under Hirtius and OGavius, 
with all Decimus’s forces now blocked up in Mode- 
wa, and with the acceffion of Panj/a’s four Legions 
of new levies:—when it is fupported abroad with 
feven Legions under S. Pompey in Spain; with ten 
‘Legions, concerning which our Brutus was well in- 
formed, under Caffius in Syria; with four Legions, 
as good as any in'the Empire, and one Legion more, 
under Plancus, and with fever Legions more under 


-epidus (which two Generals were now in Gaui, and 
whofe forces afterwards marched with Avtony into 
[taly) with three Legions under Pollio in Spain, and 
with veteran Legions under Cornifiius in Afric eae 
—In fhort, when the liberty of Rome is fupported 
‘¢ by the zeal and activity of all [aly and Gaul, and 
‘< by the forces, vigour, and good affection of the 


[f] Phil. xiv. 9, 10. Ep. bell. civ. p. 580. Plut. in An- 
Fam. x. 30.— Ep. ad Att. xvi. ton. p. 923. Ep. Fam. x. 32, 
4. Fam, xii,13. Ep. Brut. 24. 
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«¢ Governors of all the Provinces from the northern 
<¢ extremity of Greece, as far as Afgypt; ina war, 
< which was maimtained, not by a contention of 
‘¢ parties in the Republic, but by an incredible 
“© confent and unanimity of all parties againft Ante 
« wy, the fingle and common enemy of them all, 
<¢ who could comrnand only three towns in the 


<< whole world [g].”’ 


Here it 1s worth obferving, 


that the true Cicero, in his Philippic Orations, di- 
ftinguifhes the civil war with tony from the other 
four, which formerty happened within bis own memo- 
ry, in that ** it was waged, not only in no diftra- 
<< tion and party-divifion of the body of the peo- 
<¢ ple, but with the greateft agreement and an in- 
“<¢ credible unity of refolution to defend the common 
“¢ caufe of the Republic [hb] 3’? whereas the /u/peéted 
Cicero, through an ignorant imitation of the true, 
miftakes the very point of diftinétion, and tells Brue 
tus, ** that of all the civil wars, which happened 


(g] Tria tenet [Antonius] 
oppida toto in orbe terrarum : 
habet inimicifimam Galliam : 
eos etiam, quibus confidebat, 
alieniffimos Tran{padanos: Ita- 
hia omnis infefta eft: exterae 
nationes a prima ora Graeciae 
ufque ad Aegyptum optimo- 
rum et fortiffimorum civium 
imperiis et praefidiis tenentur. 
Phil. x. 5. A prima enim ora 


Graeciae ufque ad Aegyptum 
optimorum civium imperiis mu- 
niti erimus et coplis.—— Prae- 
ter Bononiam, Regium Lepidi, 
Parmam, totam Galliam te- 
nebamus ftudiofiflimam Reipu- 
plicae.—F irmiflimus Senatus:—= 


Populi vero R. totiufque Italiae 
mira confenfio eft. Ep. Fam. 
Siig 
[4] Hoc bellum quintum ci- 
vile geritur (atque omnia in 
noftram aetatem inciderunt) pri- 
mum, non modo non in diffen- 
fione et difcordia civium, fed 
in maxima confenfione incredi- 
bilique concordia. Omnes e- 
nim idem volunt, idem defen- 
dunt, idem fentiunt.—Nos deo- 
rum immortalium templa, — pe- 
nates, aras, focos, fepulchra 
majorum: nos leges, judicia, 
libertatem, conjuges, liberos, 
patriam defendimus. Phil. vii. 
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“© in bis memory, this againft Antony was the only 
*¢ one, in which if they fhould be conquerors, he 
«¢ doubts whether they were likely to have any Repu- 
<¢ dlic left, but if they fhould be conquered, they 
‘© were fure to have none eee 

XX. THe contradiction in vgs earneftly 
demanding fupplies, when he has five L egions, the 
beft bor Ly oy Horfe 5 al id the Lreateft number of Auxi- 
liaries, is not re Selig firft, by faying, “ that he 
“¢ intimated. nothing Bod: what was p rofperous in his 

‘ public Letters, yet fignif a his wants in his pri- 
“<< wate accounts to Cicero;” for he fienified the 
profperous ftate of his army in his private accounts 
to Cicero: Nor, papern y, by { faying, “* that he 
‘¢ might want fupphes, notw tht ante his forces ; 
‘* fince they were not fufficient to fupport the li- 
“< berty of Rome :’? for Brutus’s forces were {yfG- 
cient, or not, in comparifon of “hie Own proper ene- 
my § forces. But C. ‘tetihy is fuppofed to be Bru- 
tus’s prifoner, when the latter wants fupplies, and 
Dolabella’s five Cohorts, which camea few days af- 
ter into the Cher/c nee, are efteemed by Cicero con- 
temptible in comparifon of Brutus?s forces; nor did 
he want fug plies to fupport the whole liberty of 
Rome, fince the liberty of Rome was fupported by 


f7] Nullum entm bellum ci- Ep. ad Brut. i. 15.——Aut e- 


vile fuit in noftra Rep. omnium, nim, viétis his , fruemur wictrice 


quae memoria mea fuerunt, in Ret publica 3 aut ee -vir- 
quo bello non, utracunque pars tutis laude vivemus, Phil. xiii. 
viciffet, tamen aliqua forma ef- 3. Si—vidtis hoftibus noftris ve- 
.. sf 


fet futura Reipublic: ne. Hoc neritis, tamen auctoritate vettra 
bello wi&ores quae Rew p fimus R. Ip. e xurget, et in aliquo ftatu 


habituri, non facile afr marin : tolerabili confiftet, Ep. Fam, 
yvictis certe nulla unguam erit, Xi, Lo, 


the 
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the incredible confent of all Rome, Italy, and Gaul, 
and by the good affections and aétivity of all the 
Generals and Governors of diftant Provinces; in 
comparifon of whofe forces Autony’s army before 
Modena was contemptible. 

ANOTHER inftance of contradiction, which is 
likewife an inftance of fuperior prudence in the Aus 
thor of the jfirft book of Letters, is; ‘* That the 
“© Cicero of the fecond book received, on the gt of 
“¢ April, authentic intelligence from Lentulus con- 
“* cerning Caffius, his Legions, and Syria: whereas 
“* the Cicero of the fir? book declares, on the 5" of 
“* the May following, that they knew nothing at 
“¢ all of Caffius’s forces, having not yet received 
** any Letters from himfelf, or any intelligence 
‘¢ that could be depended upon [4]. The latter 
account 1s very probably true. For Ca/ffius’s firft 
Letter, which was delivered as foon as ever he ar 
rived in Syria and took poffeffion of the Legions 
there, is dated from the camp of Tarichea, a town 
in Judea, on the 7" of March, and therefore pro- 
bably had not got to Rome on May 5'"; his fecond 
Letter, dated from the fame place on May 7", not 
arriving at Rome till fome time after the beginning 
of Fuly [7]. Hence the other account is plainly 


[4] A.d.vId. April. literze Miaias. Ib.i. ¢. 
mihi in Senatu redditae funt a (Z| In Syriam me profeQum 
Lentulo noftro, de Caflio, de effe fcito,etc. Data Nonis Mar- 
legionibus, de Syria, Ep. ad tiis, ex caftris Taricheis. Ep, 
Brut. ii. 2. De Caffii noftri co- Fam. xii. 11. Simul ac legio- 
piis nihil fciebamus. Nequee- nes accept, {cripliad te, ta- 
nim ab ipfo ullae literae, neque bellariofque complures Romam 
nuntiabatur quidguam, quod pro mifi.——Nowis Maiti. Ep.1z. 
certo haberemus.———ii1 Nonas Bellum—fane magnum erat— /- 
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falle, that Cicero was informed by Lentulus, on the 
g of April, concerning Caffius’s Legions, which 
Caffius himéelf, now in Syria, did not receive till 
the 7" of March; much lefs could Cicero receive, 
round about by Brutus, an account of the profpe- 
rous condition of Caffius’s affairs as early as April 
11 [m]. 

Tue Vindicator then might have faved himfelf 
the trouble of harmonizing the two accounts, by 
telling us, that though Cicero had heard in April, 
that Caffius was majter of all tbe forces in Syrias yet 
from that time he had not heard a fylable of what h 
bad done with thofe forces, or which way he 42 
marched with them, and was in the utmoft thse soe 
hear of fome aétion per fi med with them, This zs all, 
he fa 1s, that 1s meant in the paff ge of the irft book 
of Letters before us [7]. But th e paffaze befor Crus. 
literally means Ae that Cicero had not received 
any Letter from Caffius, or any certain report con- 
cerning his forces at all, or whether he had any 
forces. ‘This is very different ae what the true 
Cicero profefies after the arrival of Cafius’s advices. 
«s As for your army,” fays he to Cafius, “* I will 
« do every thing to ferve it that lies in my Py wer, 
‘© But the proper time for that will be when we 
“© know what real fervice it will do, or has already 
“¢ done for the Republic. Hitherto we hear only 
‘© of your attempts, great indeed and noble; but 
‘* we expect an aézion, which, I perfuade myfelf, 


wvitate Lepidi.—Literis tuis, quas [m1 De Caffio laetor et ies 
Nonis Maii ex caftris datas ac- er Ep. ad Brut. ii. 
ceperamus,-~—-Ep. 10. (w] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. a 
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** 1s either over or near at hand [0].’? Whereas 
the fu/peited Cicero does not want to hear of an a- 
ction from Caffius’s army, but profeffes an abfolute 
ignorance of the army itfejf; and this is farther evi« 
dent from the nature of the thing, fince fuch igno- 
rance is alledged to Brutus as a motive for his un- 
dertaking the war againft Dolabella[p]. The true 
Cicero, on the contrary, tells us feveral times, that 
all reports concurred with his own prefumption 
of Doladella’s intire defeat, from the expectation 
which was raifed by the news of Caffizs?s forces (q]. 
Flere then the Vindicator may harmonize again, 
and tell us, 

XXI. How Cicere could, in a Letter of May 
55, prefs Brutus to purfue Dolabella, if he was then 
informed concerning Caffius’s forces; or how he 
could zot be informed concerning them, if he had 
received Lentulus’s intelligence concerning Caffius’s 
Legions on the 9" of April: And again, how Cice- 
vo could at all receive this intelligence ftom Lentu- 
lus on the 9 of 4pril, and the like intelligence 
from Brutus two days afterwards ; when Caffius ree 
ceived the Legzons only on the 74 of March, and 
his fri Letters, immediately difpatched by feveral 
expreffes, had not, as Czcero—himfelf declares, ar- 
rived at Rome on the 5" of May.: 


[o] Ep. Fam. xii. ro. Brut. 1. 5% 

[p] Equidem fic fentio, fi [¢] Nos hic de Dolabella au- 
manum habet,——fiubiconfiftat diebamus quae vellemus. Ep. 
ufpiam Dolabella;—ad digni- Fam. xii. 8. Nihil perferturad 
tatem tuam pertinere eum per- nos praeter rumores de oppreffo 
fequi. De Caflit noftri copiis Dolabella. Ep.o.  Literis tuis 
nihil fciebatnus.— Quantopere —perfuafum erat civitati, ut il- 
autem interfit opprimi Dolabel- lum jam oppreffum omnes ar- 
lam, profecto intelligis. Ep.ad  bitrarentur. Ep. 10, 
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Bur that we may fet afide at once all the coun- 
ter-evidence of the fecond book of Letters, we pro- 
ceed to lay before the Reader a complication of their 
blunders, acknowledged by the Vindicator himéelf ; 
who charges me on this head with being perplexed 
and involved, jumbling together feveral facts of a dif- 
ferent kind and of different times, and, among the reft, 
the account of Caffius’s fucceffes in Syria [r]. For the 
blundering account is in reality the Sophift’s own, 
who jumbled together the feveral fats; and I detect- 
ed him by fhewing, that they were of @ different 
hind, and of different times. In the firft place, 
“The Sophiftic Brutus fends to Cicero, by the 
“< fame exprefs of the firfh of April, an account of 
<< his own affairs, or fucceffes in Macedonia, and of 
«© the death of Trebonius, who was murdered by 
“© Dolabella in Smyrna [5]. Now there is fo much 
refemblance of truth in the matter of Bruius’s ex- 
prefs, that, as the Vindicator very juftly obferves, 
thefe two articles of news arrived at Rome about the 
fame time {t]. He relates farther, that Brutus’s pu- 
blic Letters, giving a particular account of bts fus- 
ceffes, arrived there about the beginning of February 
(w]3 and yet, through too fteady an attention to his 
hypothefis, he now thinks fit to affert, that the e/e- 
venth Philippic, which turns wholly upon the news, 


[r] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 88, 9. [r] Life of Cicero, v. ii. p. 

[s] Literas tuas valde expetto, 373. 
quas fcripfifti poft nuntios xo- [uz] Ib. p. 363. Comp.p.3.52. 
ftrarum rerum, et de morte Tre- That Brutus’s letters arrived af- 
bonii, Ep. Brut. it. 5. Where ter, and yet few days after, the 
Brutus refers to his Letter of 4- fourth of February, may be feen 
pril © [Ep. 3.] to which Cice- from Phil. viii. 2. Nonius in 
ro anfwers Ep. 4. Sagum; and Ep. Fam. xii. 4, 5- 


i jutt 
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jut received, of Trebonius’s death, was fpoken in 
March [x]. However, there is great reafon to be- 
lieve, that even the twelfth Philippic was {poken in 
february [y|, and the thirteenth Philippic was cer- 
tainly {pokenas early as the 20" of Murch (z]; which 
alone is fufficient to fuperfede the neceflity of Bru- 
tus’s writing concerning the death of Trebonius on 
the firft of April. But I muft defire a folution of 
this Problem too, 

XX. How Brutus could, by the fame exprefs 
of the jirft of April, acquaint Cicero with his fuc- 
ceffes in Macedonia and with the news of Treboniys’s 
death ; when thefe two articles did indeed arrive at 
Rome about the fame time, but the one give occas 
fion to the {peaking of the tenth, the other of the 
eleventh Philippic, in the preceding February, 

In the fecond place, as the Sophiftic Brutus re- 
lated, on the fijt of April, two articles of news, 
which were heard at Rome feveral weeks before that 
time, fo he jumbled together in the fame exprefs o- 
ther two articles, which did not arrive there till 
feveral weeks after it. For he notified the fucceftes 
of Caffius in Syria together with the death of Tredo- 
nius, and the circumftance of C. Antony's being his 
prifoner, together with his own fucceffes in Mace- 
donia. With regard to the former fyzygium of 


[~] Mid. Pref. Diff. p.89. fus? Phil. xii. ro. 


Magno in dolore, P. C. vel moe- 
rore potius, quem ex crudeli et 
miferabili morte C. Trebonii— 
accepimus,—Phil. xi. in init. 
[y] Hifce ego me viis commit- 
tam, qui Terminalibus nuper in 
fuburbium ire non fum au- 


[z] At enim nos M. Lepidus 
——ad pacem adhortatur. Phil, 
xill. 4. Sed de pace literae vel 
Lepidi vel tuae quam in partem 
acceptae fint,—~ ex C. Furnio 


poteris cognofcere. Ep. Fam. 
x. 6, 
ies news ; 
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gratulor; mihi 
repu gnante et ira- 
cente Panfa jententiam Soe ae ; 
Audaétter dicebam, fine no- 
ftro S.C. jam ‘ud ¢ eum [Caf- 
fium] ris gerere, Ep. ad 
Brut. il. 4, 

[6] Senatui i placere, C. Caf- 
fium ——a Q. Martio Crifpo 
Proconfule, L. Statio Murco 
Proconfule, A. Allieno legato 


t he had [c].”’ 

If allows, that the news of Caffius’s fuc- 

ceffes did not arrive at Rome will April, whereas the 
| fpoken in March [d]; and 


the Vindica- 


And 


#)yy 


had fpoken his eleventh Philippic LT CE 


exercitus accipere. Phil. x1. 12. 
Ep. ad C. Middlet. p.223, 4. 
{c] Mea fententia in Senatu 
facile valuiffet, nifi Panfa vehe- 
menter obititiflet. —Promifi,— 
te non expectaffe nec expectatu- 
rum decreta noftra, fed teipfum 
tuo more Remp. defenfurum.— 
Quanquamuihil dum audieramus, 
nec ubi effes, nec quas copias ha- 
beres. Ep. Fam. xi. 7. 
(d] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 89. 
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weeks before any news about Caffius was received at 
Rome, either from Brutus, or any body elfe (e). 
ApmttTTincG then for the prefent, that there 
was an interval of three weeks only between Cicero’s 
fpeaking his eleventh Philippic and the receiving 
any news about Caffius at Rome; what account can 
be given of Bruius’s fuppofing himfelf to be the 
jirft relater of two articles of news, by the fame ex- 
prefs, which arrived in zen days; when the one ar- 
ticle was actually heard at Rome above three weeks 
before the other? The only poffible account is, 
that the piece of news, concerning Trebanius’s death, 
had been received at Rome direétly from Afia, and 
gave occafion to Cicero’s eleventh Philippic [ f], fo 
long a time before Brutus’s exprefs arrived at Rome. 
But, to mention no other of the many abfurdities 


of this mere fuppofition, muft then the news of 


Caffius’s fucceffes be received at Rome directly from 
Syria by Lentulus’s exprefs, only two days fooner 
than it was received by Brutus’s exprefs; and yet 
the news of Trebonius’s death be received at Rome, 
directly from Smyrna only, above three weeks before 
it could be received by Brutus’s exprefs? —The 
truth of the cafe is, there was an interval of little 
lefs than three months between Cicero’s {peaking his 
eleventh Philippic and the receiving any news about 
Caffius at Rome. For the eleventh Philippic was 
fpoken about the middle of February, and the news 
concerning Ca/fius was not received at Rome till after 
the beginning of May. This then deferves explanation, 


fe] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 92. [f] Ep. of Cic. p. 12. not. 1. 
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XXIH. How Brutus could, by one exprefs of 
the firft of April, acquaint Czcero with the death of 
Trebonius and the fucceffes of Caffius, when, accord- 
ing to the Vindicator himfelf, the former article of 
news arrived at Rome above three weeks before the 
latter; and when in reality the news of Trebonius 
arrived about the middle of February, and the news 
of Caffius did not arrive till after the Jeginning of 
ri; Tay. 

Wits regard to the other fyzygium of news, 
promoted in ‘Brutus’s exprefs of the firft of April s 
s¢ Brutus is fuppofed to have notified the circum- 
s¢ {tance of C,. Antony’s being his prifoner toge- 
«s ther with his own fuccefles in Macedonia, and 
‘© impatiently expects, ina fubfequent Letter, that 
«© Cicero fhould advife him in what manner to treat 
«© Apiony. Cicero in the mean time advifes, that 
«¢ he be referved in cuftody till they knew the fate 
*© of D. Brutus, who was now blocked up in Mo- 
** dena [g}.” Here we will fhew, that the Letters 
of the two books are at difagreement with each other ; 
and then, that the Letters of the ae book are in 
feveral particulars ag iat contrary to plain matter of 
fac. The machinery of the firft book, which de- 
livers the political c AceHnies of rewards and punifh- 
ments, with an application to Cicero’s conduct in 
conferring honours upon Octavius, and decreeing 
cenfures agzaintt Lepidus 5 has been shea laid open. 
But the a¢tion of Diiwoin the Hero of the Fable, 


[ce] Antonius eta eft no- Bruti exitum cognorimus, cu- 
biuicum. Ep. Brut. it. 5. Quod ftodiendum puto. Ep. ad Brut, 
me de Antonio confulis, quoad ib, 4. 


commences 
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commences in a more early {cene; and a contratt of 
charaéter is provided for him in the perfon of C. dn- 
tony, who is made the object of Brutus’s too great 
lenity.in punifhing, as Oéavius is the object of 
Cicero’s prodigality in conferring honours. Cicero's 
accufation of Bruéus, for fparing the life of C. 4z- 
tony his prifoner, is formally urged in the fecond 
Letter, and fupported in the zext by the ambiguous 
fenfe of the Senate’s decree [h]. Brutus’s defen- 
five recrimination upon Cicero is introduced in his 
very firft Letter and fteddily profecuted throughout 
the whole colleétion [7]. From the contemplation 
of the inflexible firmneis of thefe two Antagonitts 
in maintaining their refpective judgments concern- 
ing the proper treatment of C. Antony, the Vindi- 
cator drew this moft jut reflection ; that Cicero con- 
ftantly preffed Brutus to confider his prifoner C. Anto- 
ny as an enemy; whom Brutus, contrary to Cicero’s 
advice, continued to treat with great refpec? and ten- 
dernefs [k]. 

Bur now the Letters of the /econd and more re- 
cent book fomewhat vary the fcene, and reprefent a 


[4] Quod {cribis de feditione, que id S.C. plerique interpre- 


— —deque Antoniis (in bonam 
partem accipies)magis mihi pro- 
batur militum /everitas, quam 
tua. Scribis,-——-acrius pro- 
hibenda bella civilia efle, quam 
in /uperatos tracundiam €xer- 
cendam. Vehementer a te— 
diffentio. Quod fi clementes 
effe volumus, nunquam deerunt 
bella civilia. Ep. ad Brut.1. 2. 
Hoftes—omnes judicati, qui M. 
Antonii fectam fecuti funt: ita- 


tantur, etiam ad tuos five ca- 
ptivos, five dedititios pertinere. 
Ep. 2, | 
[7] Multo quidem honeftius 
judico, magifque quod concedere 
poflit Refpublica, mi/erorum for- 
tunam zon infecfari, quam infi- 
nite tribuere potentibus, quae Cu- 
piditatem et arrogantiam in- 
cendere poffint. Ep. Brut. ib. 4. 
[4] Mid, Pref. Diff. p. 95. 
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converlation of the more c7vi/ and amicable kind. 
Brutus, in a ftrain of perfect con nplaifance, fays s 
<¢ C. Antony is fill with me, but in truth Iam both 
‘¢ moved by the prayers of the man [Z. e, to fpare 
his life,] and fearful left he fhould fuffer outrage 
‘«* from the madnefs of fome [i. ¢. the foldiers, if 
I do fpare it.] I am wholly diftratted but if 

[knew what you would have me to do with him, 
«© J fhould be at eafe, for I fhould perfuade myfelf 
<¢ that it was the beft [/].”* Thefe words, I farther 
obferved, deliver a prediétion of an outrage to be 
committed upon C, dutony by Brutus’s foldiers, 
who were feduced to mutiny by Axtomy’s fecret ma- 
nagement among them; but returning to their du- 
ty, upon Brutus’s puni ifhing the etincipals, directed 
their fury on a fudden againit Aptony’s party, killed 
fome of the authors of their rafhi ne/s, and would have 
killed Antony too, if I srutus would have delivered 
him into their hands: but he could not be induced 
to take bis life (m). The Cicero therefore of the fir 
book of Letters, when he receives fome time after 
from Brutus the relation of the mutiny, which was 
raifed among the foldiers, applauds their Severity, 
and arraigns the falfe plete ency of brutus, in not 
taking: Antony’s life [7]. 


[7] Antonius adhuc eft no- ‘ afraid, left the madnefs of 
bifcum. Sed mediusfidius et ‘‘ fome /Bould make him an 
moveor hominis precibus, et ti- ‘* occafon of mifchief to me.” 
meo ze illum aliquorum furor ——Mid.¥. p. of Cre. p. 9. 
excipiat. Plane aeftuo. Quod [m} Life of Cic, v.ii. p. 
fi {cirem quid tibi placeret, fine 440. Dion. Hift. Rom. p- 
follicitudine effem ; id enim o- 340. 
ptimum effe perfuafum effet mi- (~] Ep. ad Brut. i. 2 
hi. Ep. Brut. ii. 5—‘* I am 
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On the other hand, the Cicero of the fecond book. 
of Letters is not behind his correfpondent Bruéus in 
matter of complaifance, and recommends fuch a 
treatment of C. Antony as, he knew, would be a- 
sreeable to Brutus’s pacific difpofition. In direct 
contradi¢tion, therefore, to matter of fact and to the 
ideas of his namefake, the Cicero of the firft book ; 
‘© As to my advice,’ fays he, ‘* which you afk 
‘¢ about C. Antony; I think, he fhould be kept in 
** cuftody till we know the fate of D. Brutus (0). 
The Vindicator entertains the filly imagination, that 
Brutus was inclined to give Antony bis liberty, but 
Cicero’s confiant remonftrances induced Brutus, againft 
his inclination, to keep him flill in cuftody [p|: and 
yet this imagination, filly as itis, muft be urged at 
the expence of a contradiction ; for he before told 
us, that Brutus, contrary to Cicero’s advice, contt- 
nued to treat Antony with great re[pect and tender- 
ne[s; when Cicero had conftantly preffed Brutus to 
confider him as an enemy, i.e. to kill him [g). It 
is evident from the whole tenor of the fir? book of 
Letters, that Cicero advifed Brutus to kill Antony 
directly ; and from the exprefs teftimony of Plutarch 
nd Dio, that it was Brutus’s conftant inclination to 
keep him fill in cuftody{r]. ence the Cicero of 
the fecond book of Letters, who would have C. An- 
tony kept in cuftody till they knew the fate of D. 
Brutus, appears to utter a prophecy, which was veri- 
fied by the event. Brutus actually did keep Antony 


na = 


fo] Ep.ad Brut. 1. 4. [q] Pref. Diff. p. 95. 
[p] Mid. Ep. of Cic. p. [yr] Plut. in Brut. p. 996. 
mot. 2. Dion. Hift. Rom. p. 340. 
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in cuftody till he heard of the fate of his Brother 
Decimus, and no longer. For he fent an order to 
execute Antony his prifoner, by way of retaliation 
upon his Brother 4. Antony, as foon as ever he was 
informed of Decimus’s being killed [s]. It fhould 
therefore be more diftinétly explained than is hi- 
therto done, 

XXIV. How the fcene of civil and moral con- 
verfation, which is reprefented in the Letters of the 
fecond book, came to be prophetic in the ators on 
both fides; and how its general character can be 
reconciled with the fcene of aéfive and agoniftic 
converfation, which is reprefented in the Letters of 
the firft book. 

Come we now to the matter of the two arti- 
cles of news, which were coupled together in Bru- 
tus’s exprefs of the fir? of April, his own fucceffes 
in Macedonia and the circumftance of C. Antony’s 
being his prifoner. Brutus, we obferved, notified 
by the /ame exprefs his fucceffes in Macedonia and 
the death of Zrebonius ; both which articles arriving: 
at Rome about the fame time, the one gave occafion 
to Cicero’s tenth, the other to his eleventh Philip- 
pic. But as the eleventh Philippic, fpoken on the 
death of Trebonius, implies an abfolute ignorance of 
Caffius’s affairs, which Brutus had notified together 
with the death of Trebonius ; fo the tenth Philippic, 
{poken on the real Brutus’s fuccefles in Macedonia, 


[s] Acyos fxs, ors weoregov Dion. ib, P. 34.1.——"Eyeaev 

\ > n\ q / > a~ c / ~ fee > / e 
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r / 3 aia Te mw yet f oS Bea \ , ~ 
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plainly declares, that C. Autony was not yet become 
his prifoner; nay, the eleventh Philippic declares, 
that Antony was holding out vigoroufly againft 
Brutus and maintaining the poffeffion of feveral 
{trong towns with confiderable forces both of Horfe 
and Foot; on which account C7cero thought it by 
no means advifeable to grant to Brutus the com- 
miffion of the war againft Dolabella, left Antony 
fhould make himfelf mafter of all Greece [zt]. The 
fact likewile of Antony’s being Brutus’s prifoner is 
contradicted by the thirteenth Philippic ; nor is it 
fo much as diftantly hinted at by the /aft Philippic, 
which. decrees honours to the victorious Generals 
now before Modena [uj]. Hence I concluded, that 
as the Sophiftic Brutus plainly meant to fend the 
Jirft public advices concerning Brutus’s fucceffes in 
Macedonia, becaufe he couples them with the article 
of the death of Trebonius [«]; fo he joined with 
thofe advices an article, which could not belong to 
them, that C. Autony was become Srutus’s prifoner, 

T HE Vindicator will needs make me /oth to ac- 
knowledge, that the true Brutus fent two public Let- 


[#] Cum vii cohortibus efle ciam certe amiferimus. Phil. 


Ph appre 


Apolloniae feribit [Brutus] An- 
tonium, gui jam aut captus eff 
(quod Dii dent!) aut certe— 
in Macedoniam non accedit. 
Phil.x. 6. M. Brutum retinet 
etiam nunc C, Antonius, qui te- 
net Apolloniam, magnam urbem 
et gravem: tenet, opinor, Byl- 
lidem, tenet Amantiam, inftat 
Epiro, urget Illyricum, habet 
aliquot cohortes, habet equita- 
tum. Hinc fi Brutus erit tra- 


dugtus ad aliud bellum, Grae- 


XiL TE. 

[~] Macedoniam munitis ex- 
ercitibus. Et quidem fratri tuo 
—extorfimus. Phil. xui.15. 

[x] Dr, Mid. refers Brutus’s 
Letter, in which Antony is faid 
to be his prifoner, to the time 
of his fending his f/f? public 
Letter concerning his fucceffes 
in Macedonia. Life of Cie. v. 
il..p, 372... op. Brita gov Ep, 
ad C, Middlet, p. 226. 
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ters, at different times, to the Senate, concerning bis 
affairs in Macedonia; the firft of which fiznified, 
that he had fecured the greateft part of that Province 
and the troops in it to the interefts of the Republic s 
and the fecond, that be had reduced the whole Pro- 
vince, and taken C, Antony bimfelf prifoner the di- 
Stinétion, fays he, of the iwo expreffes will difipate 
at once my imaginary contradittion[ y]. Now I rea- 
dily acknowledge the diftinétion of Brutus’s two pu. 
blic Letters, and ftill maintain the contradiéion to 
be veal; for I abfolutely deny what he affirms, that 
the fecond public Letter arrived at Rome foortly af- 
ter the firft. The fu/peéted Letters themfelves de- 
clare, that Brutus’s fecond public Letter was not re- 
cited in the Senate till April 13" and Dio declares, 
that the Letter of Brutus, which notified to the Se- 
ate the reduction of the whole Province of Macedo- 
nia, and the taking of C. Antony prifoner, did not 
arrive at Rome till after the victory of Modena [z] ; 
at which time the Senate gave a general approba- 
tion to all his meafures, and confirmed to him the 
command of his ¢voops, and the legal adminiftra- 
tion of the Province, which be had Jecured to the in- 
terefts of the Republic [a]. Here then we want again 
a more diftinét account, 
XXV. How Brutus could, by one exprefs of 
April 1, acquaint Cicero with his fucceffes in Mace- 


[y] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 93. Hift. Rom. p. 339, 40. 

[=] Quae literae tuo nomine [2] Quae omnia Senatus de- 
recitatae fint Id. April. in Se- cretis comprehenfa, et compro- 
natu,—credo ad te {cripfiffe tu- bata funt. Paterc. ]. 27 €. OZ. 
os. Ep. ad Brut.ii. 7. Dion. Conf. Dion. ibid. 


donia, 


donia, and with the particular of C. Antony’s being 
his prifoner ; when his fucceffes, together with the 
death of Trebouius, were notified to the Senate au 
bout the middle of February; and when Brutus’s 
fecond public Letter, which notified hig taking C, 
intony prifoner, according to the /u/pected Letters, 
was not recited in the Senate till pri] 13", and, 

ccording to Dio and Cicero’s Philippics, did not 
arrive at Rome till after the victory of Modena, 
In the mean time, I will offer a conje€ture; that a 
Sophift, reading in Dio concerning a public Letter 
of Brutus, which notified the fact of taking Antony 
prifoner; and reading likewife in the zenth and e/e- 
vent Philippics concerning a public Letter of Bry- 
tus, which came to Rome about the fame time with 
the news of Trebonius’s death ; did either through 
ignorance or defign jumble all thefe fats together, 
though there was really an interval of more than 
two months between the one public Letter and the 
other. 

I did not however diffemble, that the /aft /u/pe- 
ed Letter of the fecond book acknowledges the di- 
fiinttion of the two exprefies, which Brutus fent 
from Macedonia; though the preceding Letters of 
the fame book manifeftly jumble together all the 
facts, which were feparately notified by each ex- 
prefs. But this is not the oa/y contradi&tion be- 
tween thefe Letters themfelves. The Jaf Letter 
fets forth, ‘* that Brutus’s fecond exprefs, which 
“« fignified his taking C. Antony prifoner, arrived: 
“* at Rome when the Conful Panfa had left the ci- 
“* ty, being marched with his army towards Mode- 

Ei. 
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“< ya[b].” It appears from the thirteenth Philip- 
pic, that both the Confuls had marched from the 
city before any news was heard there of C. Antony’s 
being Brutus’s prifoner [c]. The Vindicator like- 
wife is exprefs, that Brutus’s fecond public Letter ar- 
vived not at Rome ¢i// Panfa had left it [d). 

Bur in the preceding Letters of the fame fecond 
book, ‘* Cicero and Brutus write to each other a- 
<< bout Avtony as Brutus’s prifoner, while Pan/a is 
<¢ fuppofed by both the parties to be continuing at 
« Rome? This I proved from the exprefs words 
of the Letters; for Brutus tells Cicero, ‘* that An- 
<¢ ¢ony is ftill his prifoner ;” and defires in the fame 
Letter, ‘¢ that recruits may be fent him, either by 
«¢ the means of a private committee, 1f Pan/a 
<< fhould be averfe to that meafure, or by a publie 
<< vote of the Senate [e].’? The Vindicator fug- 
gefts in a note upon the place, that Panfa marched 
out of Rome with his army in the end of March, a 
few days before the date of this Letter, though 
Brutus bad not yet beard of it [f]. Now it is plain 
from the contents of this Letter, that Brutus was 
impatiently expecting an anfwer toa former exprels, 
which he had fent to Cicero, concerning Autony’s 


[4] Quod fi tuis placuiffet de —extorfimus. Ib. 1¢. 
his literis referri, et nifi in tem- [d] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 93. 
pus turbulentiffimum pofdifce/- _ [e] Antonius adhuc eft nobif- 
Jum Panfae Con/fulis mncidiffent, cum.—Poteft abs te-expediri, ut 
etc. Ep. ad Brut. i. 7. aliqua pars militum iftine mitta- 
[c] Circumfedes Confulem de- tur nobis, vel fecreto confilio 
fignatum, bellum contra te duo adverfus Panfam vel actione in 
Confules gerunt, cumque his Senatu. Ep. Brut. ii. 5. 
pro Praetore Caefar. Phil. Xiii. (f] Mid. Ep. of Cze. p. 15. 
18. Macedoniam—fratri tuo not. 8. 


being 
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being his prifoner [g]. Hence I argue, that either 
the former expre(s arrived at Rome while Panfa was 
{till continuing there; which is contrary to fact: 
or that Brutus, when he could expe& an ae to 
the exprefs, muft very probably have heard of 
Panfa’s march out of Rome. For Brutus mut 


have heard of Paufa’s march, when he could be ex-. 


pecting an anfwer to an exprefs, which did not ar- 
rive at Rome till after Panfa had marched. 

Tue truth is, Brutus expects an anfwer to his 
exprefs of “pril1 [hb]. Now I fhewed from one 
of the familiar Epiftles, that the Conful Panfa had 
marched out of Rome before March 30% [7]; and 
hence the at fixed the date of one of the 
four principal facts, ibe times of which being known 
may ferve as ‘tom many eras towards fettling the dates 
of the particular fufpected Letters. The Conful 
Panta, fays he, fet f orward on bis march out of Rome 
at the bead of bis army, to join bis Collegue Hirtius 


near Modena, before the ae — March [£]. But 


it luckily happens, that th ka Panfa had fet 
forward on i march by t 2 20'" of that month. 


ama) 


This appears from another of Cicero’s familiar Epi- 
ftles, bearing date March 20"; in which he ac- 
quaints Plancus what essen his and Lepidus’s 
pacific Letters met with in the Senate; and i 
thirteenth Philippic, which was fpoken in the de- 


! 


bate concerning the Letters, declares that the Con- 


(g] Literas tuas valde expe- [4] Ep. Brut. ii. 3. 
éo, quas fcripfifti poft nuntios [7] Ep. Fam.’ x. to. 
rerum noftrarum. —— Antonius [4] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 125. 
adhuc eft nobifcam. Ep. Brut. Comp. Epift.ad C Middlet. p. 
ibid, 225. 
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ful Panfa had then marched out of Rome [J]. 
Should we therefore, againftall probability, fuppofe 
that Brutus might not have heard of Leno march, 
when he expected an anfwer to his exprefs, which 
arrived at Rome after Panjfa left it; yet how could 
be be expecting an anfwer to his exprefs of April 1", 
ee yet be ignorant of the march, on which Panfa 
fet forward by the 20% of the preceding month? 
The Sophitt then appears to be miftaken, 

X XVI. In making Brutus write about Antony, 
as his prifoner, while Panfa continued at Rome ; 
when he could not, by the fuppofition of his own 
Letter, be ignorant, that Pexfa had marched out 
of Rome. 

Acain, the /u/pefted Cicero writes about Anto- 
as Brutus’ s prifoner while Pan/fa is fuppofed to 


WV, a 


be fill continuing at Rome. ‘* Cicero, in anfwer 
“to Brutus’s exprefs of April 1%* advifes him to 
“¢ keep Antony in cuftody ; and, inan nfwer toa /ub- 
“ fequent Letter, which e xprefsly mentioned Axtony 
s¢ as Brutus’s prifoner, fays; ‘* As to the recruits, 
‘<¢. J do not fee what 1s potiible to be done ; for Pan- 
‘¢ fa is fo far from granting any fhare of his army 
‘© or new levies to you, that he is even uneafy to 

fee fo many volunteers going over to you [m].”” 
Firft, this is exactly 1 in the ftyle of a Sophift, to 
make Bri#ius imagine tnat f es would give him 
hen to make Cicero tell him that 


ex 


J J 
eppofition, ana 


(7] Ep, Fam. x. 6. Phil. xin. fit. Tantam enim abeft ut Panfa 


18 de exercitu fuo aut deleétu tibi 
Px | Quod meee Antoniocon- aliquid tribuat,. ut etiam moleite 
fulis.— cutftodiendum puto, Ep. ferattam multos ad te ire volun- 
ad Brut. it. 4. De fupple mento — tarios. Ibid, Ep. 6. 
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he had gueffed right. Secondly, the Vindicator is 
mightily pleafed with his own obfervation, « that 
** Panja certainly judged right, for refufing to part 
** with any troops out of J¢a/y [n}.’? It is Certain, 
in the mean time, that no levy was more fuccef- 
fully carried on by any Conful, than this was by 
the Conful Pan/ja, who actually faw volunteers in 
incredible numbers coming to him/felf from all parts 
of Iéaly[o], And as this mutt diminith the credi- 
bility of his feeing fo many volunteers going over to 
Brutus, {o Brutus, who had not any proper enemy 
at this time, according to the reprefentation of the 
Letters, could with little modefty prefs his demand 
of recruits from Jtaly, whence he was continually re- 
ceiving fo many volunteers. But, laftly, how does 
the Vindicator difipate this proof of Cicero's writing 
his anfwer to Brutus, when he fuppofes the Conful 
Panfa to be fill continuing at Rome2 What is 
Jaid in this Letter, fays he, concerning Panla would 
lead one to imagine, that he was at Rome at 
the time when Cicero wrote it [p]. So then we 
are happily agreed. No, he goes on; If /o, the 
latter part of the Letter, annexed here, as I have ob- 
Served, by Manutius, cannot belong to the former 
part, which bears date on April 12%; becaufe Panta 
guitted Rome before the end of March. Egregious 
Difputant, who can talk too of people’s begging the 


[7] Ep. of Cic. p.2g. not. habetur totaque Italia, fi hic 
10. Life of Cic. v. ii. p. 373. deleétus appellandus eft, cum ul- 
[o} Vacationes omnes fuftu- tro fe offerunt omnes. Ep. Fam. 
liftis. Omnes fine ulla recu- xi. 8. 
fatione, fummo etiam cum ftu- [p] Mid. Ep. of Cic. p.2g. 
dio, nomina dant. Phil. vii. 4, not. to, 
8,9. vill. 2. Romae delectus 
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ueftion! -But, what is moft excellent, he himfelf 
ia annexed the latter part of the Letter to the for- 
mer part, which bears date April 12‘, upon the 
authority of Manutius and Patricius, who had con- 
fidered shel fragments with a particular attention 
{q. Well, they are all certain iy wrong, and the 
vulgar difpofition of thefe fragments is right [7], as 
I will fhew upon a proper cccafion, Pray, Sir, 
come out of the dark. Would you make your 
Reader believe, that my argument depends on the 
date of the Letter? Be pleafed to anfwer directly 
to this point; Does not Cicero, in the /atter part 
of the Letter, if you will call it ety exprefsly 
anfwer to a Letter, in which Brutus had mentioned 
Antony as his prifoner? And isis not Cicero there- 
fore know, that Antony was Brutus’s prifoner, when 
he fuppofes the individual perfon of Panfa to be 
continuing ftill at Rome? Which was the thing to 
be proved. 

But our Difputant has not yet done. For, 
though what is faid in this Letter concerning Panfa 
would lead one to imagine, that he was at Rome 
when Cicero wrote it ; yet, upon the ftrength of a 
few hypothetes, the paffage, he fays, does not nece/- 
farily require that interpr etation, but may allude only, 
per Raa to Panfa’s known inclination, and to what he 
had declared to Cicero before be left Rome [s]. Pan- 


fa then, perhaps, had left word at Reme, not to 
grant to Brutus any fhare ef the army or new levies 


which he had already marched out of Rome. No, 


[9] Mid. Ep.of Cie. p.t5. 1726. 
not.g. [s] AMéid. Ep. of Cie. p. 29. 
[r] Edit. Hagae-Comitum, not. 10, 


Panfa, 
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Panfa, when he quitted Rome, deft [might leave] 
one of bis Legions ftiil behind him for the guard of 
the city, and might leave orders withal, that no part 
of it foould be fent away to Brutus. But how did 
Panfa certainly judge right here, in being fo liberal 
of a whole Legion of his new levies for the guard of 
the city, when he imagined the fate of the Kepublic 
to depend principally on their fuccefs before Modena 
(w]; and when he had raifed new levies, and ga- 
thered all the troops that be could, in order to march 
with them to the affiftance of his Collegue Hirtius and 
Oétavius [x]? And what bufinefs had Pan/a, when 
he quitted Rome, to leave orders for the difpofition 
of the Legion left ftill behind him, when the Senate 
and the Magiftrates, whom he /eft behind him too, 
would more naturally make orders fer the guard of 
the city than an abfent Conful? And how could 
Panfa have declared to Cicero, that no part of the 
Legion left behind him fhould be fent away to Brutus ; 
when Cicero does not in the leaft fufpect, that Pan- 
fa’s refufal of his levies proceeded from any jealoufy 
of Brutus’s power, but from an opinion of their be- 
ing all neceflary to their fucce/s before Modena [y]? 
But I am afhamed to expend any pains in demolifh- 
ing this airy fabric of fuppofitions, which 1s over- 
thrown at once by the expreffion of Czcero’s Letter ; 
fince it tells us what Panfa was then doing, not what 
he might perhaps have declared to Cicero, or order- 


[u] Mid. Ep. of Cie. p. 29. magnas effe arbitretur: quo- 
not. 10. modo autem multi fufpicantur, 

[x] Ib. p. 15. not. 8. quod ne te quidem ximis fir- 

{y] Quomodo equidem credo, mum effle velit: quod ege nom 
quod his rebus, quae iz Italie fufpicor. Ep. ad Brat. ii. 6. 
decernuntury, nullas copias nimis 
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ed before be left Rome [z]. The Vindicator may 
level, if he pleafes, fome more of his hypothetical 
artillery againft this demonftration of the f{puriouf- 
nefs of the Letters, 

XXVIII. Tuar Cicero’s Letter, which fuppofes 
Panfa to be continuing {till at Rome, and is written 
In anfwer to Brutus’s Letter, which mentioned 4n- 
tony as his prifoner, places the news concerning: 4u- 
tony and the perfonal exiftence of Panfa at Rome in 
the fame point of time: whereas it is abfolutely 
certain, that the news concerning Aytony did not 
come to Rome till Pan/a had left it. 

But though the /af Letter of the fecond book 
is more Aifforical than the preceding ones of the 
fame book, in the article of Brutus’s sending two 
public Letters [a]; yet it makes abundant amends 
by its Sophiftic charaéer throughout, and the many 
initances, which appear in it, of /cholaftic medita- 
tion and ignorance of real affairs. It tells us, ¢* that 
*¢ the /econd public Letter was indeed recited in the 
€¢ Senate, but Brutus’s own domeftics would not 
** permit any honourable motion to be made about 
** it [2] ;” whereas, according to Die, whofe te- 
ftimony is fupported by Paterculus, the Senate, on 


[x] Tantum—abeft ut Panfa orum trium? quorum ff cui par- 
-—tibi aliquid tr74vat, ut etiam cimus, duri fuimus in Dolabella. 
molefte erat Ep. ad Brut. Ep. ad Brut, ii. 7. Whereas the 
li. 6. preceding Letters, as we haye 

[a] It is more hifterical too feen, make Cicero advife Brutus 
in making Cicero advife Brutus to keep Antony in cuftody till 
to confider C. Antony, his pri- the fate of Decimus fhould be 
foner, as an enemy, or to Kill known. 
him. Nam quid intereft inter [2] Quod fi tuis placuiffet de 
Dolabellam et guemvis Antoni- his literis referrip———Ib. Ep. 7. 


this 
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this occafion, gave an ample approbation of Bru- 
tis’s meafures, and confirmed to him the command 
of his army and the adminiftration of his Province. 
The pretence for ‘* not decreeing juft and proper 
<¢ honour to thé immortal Gods cn account of Sru- 
“<6 ¢ys’s fuccefles, namely, the moft turbulent fitua- 
‘© tion of affairs after the departure of the Conful 
‘¢ Panfa[c];”’ 1s by no means juficient: for the pre- 
fence of the Conful was not neceffary for decreeing 
a Supplication upon the victory of Modena [a]. 
Laftly, we are told, that another public Letter came 
from Bruiiis the very morning before the former 
was recited in the Senate; and another from /n- 
tony, the prifoner, by the fame exprefs ; and another 
{till from Dolabella by his own exprefs[e]. “The 
genuinenefs of the latter public Letter is exploded in 
the Senate by thofe, who knew it to be Brutus’s 5 


[c] Nifi in tempus turbulen- 
tifimum pot difceflum Panfae 
Confulis incidiffent [tuae lite- 
rae, | honos quoque juftus et de- 
bitus diis immortalibus decretus 
eflet. Ibid. The true Ci- 
cero indeed fays to Plaacus; St 
Confulem Romae habuiffemus, de- 
claratum effet ab Senatu, cum 
tuismagnis honoribus, quam. gra- 
tus effet conatus et apparatus tu- 
us. Ep. Fam,x.1o. But the 
Sophift might have cbferved,. 
that Cicero here gives a civil de- 
nial of honours to Plancus, who 
did not yet fully declare him- 
felf on the fide of the Republic, 
or do any thing which deferved 
regard. For he adds; Cujus rei 
non modo non praeterit tem- 
pus, fed ne matuium quidem 


etiamnunc, meo quidem judicio, 
fuit. Is enim denique Sonos mi- 
hi videri folet, qui non propter 
fpem futuri beneficii, {ed propter 
magna merita Claris viris defer- 
tur et datur.-—-Afterwards Ci- 
cero changes his ftyle; whence 
we Jearn that Cornutus, the 
Pretor, was according to cu- 
ftom fupplying the place of the 
Conful, in holding the Senate 
for the bufinefs of decreeing ho- 
mours.. Kp. 12. 

(d] Phil. xiv. in fine. 

(e] Ecce tibi Id. April. ad- 
volat mane celer Pilus. — Hic 
epiftolas affert duas, unam tuo 
nomine, alteram Antoni. 
A quo [ Dolabella} quidem ve- 
nerant tabellarii. Ep. ad Brut. 
pple 


U4 


and 
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and Brutus is fappofed to have inadvertently given 
them the opportunity of denying its Senuinene]s, be- 
caufe neither date nor /eal were affixed to a Letter, 
addreffed to the Magiftrates, the Pci and the peo. 
ple of Rome [ff]. But way muft the Letter be de- 
nied to be genuine? WebYs truly, for a reafon, 
which € ffedhally proves Cicero’s anfwer to be /pu- 
rious. Brutus, in a public Letter, had given to 
“intony his prifoner ak ftyle and title o 5 tin 
[g]. Could there pofibly be a greater ftretch of 
Sopbhiftic 1magination? That Brutus fhould call 
his profefied rival for the province of Macedonia by 
the title of Proconful i. e. of Macedonia! And call 


} 


him fo ina Letter to the Sen nate, which had for- 
mally interdicted him the Province and deprived 
him of | his Proconfuljoip [h|! So far indeed is true, 
that Brutus did not for fome time SFR his pri- 


ets. mi as A AAA Pe thy ou blerae an | 474 7 

foner Antony of the exfigns and ornaments of his 
} + less . Fre =) ' > 

i}; and this was reafon enough for 


the Sophift to make Brutus, in a public Letter, ac- 
knowledge him in the chara¢ter of aéfual L -roconful, 

AFTER all this ation, pro and con, carried on 
through two fcenes, the one peaceable, the other 


pajionate, on the fubject of C. Antony, who is fup- 


[f] Tuae [literae] recitan- omnino: quoniam Cajus frater 
tur.—Fal/as dicerem ?—Labeo eff inde rewocatus. Phil. vii. 1. 
vero noiler nec fignum tuum Rs Qui, tanquam extruderetur a 
epiftola, nec diem apcofitum, Senatu in Macedoniam, et non 
nec te gaily ead tuos, ut io. contra probiberetur profici/ci, ita 
leres. Hoc cogere volebat fa//as cucurrit. x. 5. 


literas a , et, fi quaeris, pro- [#] 1 Ta wacaorun tg aexns 
babat’." Fp! ad ‘Bruty ii. 7. vex aPietr. Plut. in Brut. p. 


fe] Antonius t Proconful! Ma- 996. 
gna admirati 10, Ut fi ef {fet rec ita- vias 


sae Delabella Lnperator. Ib. 340. 
| Macedoniam fuam vocat 


TOY ETIOR MWY THC sealn- 


Dion. Hift. Rom. p. 
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pofed all along to be Brutus’s prifoner ; I obferved, 
‘<¢ that Plutarch had not feen one of the /u/peéted 
<< Letters of either book, which relate to that fub- 
<¢ ject [kh]. The Vindicator will not difpute with 
me, whether Plutarch had feen the Letters or not, 
being very fure, that he had very little curiofity about 
feeing any of Cicero’s genuine Letters [J]. I affert 
upon better grounds, that he himfelf appears to 
have had lefs curiofity about feeing Plutarch, 
than Plutarch had about feeing any of Cicero's 
and Brutus’s genuine Letters. Plutarch, as was 
fhewn, gives large extracts from Brutus’s Letters, 
which were written at the beginning and conclufion 
of his Macedonian expedition, He not only de- 
{cribes the fpurious Greek Letters, under Brutus?’s 
name, of the iutermediate period; but refers to a 
genuine collection of Brutus’s Letters to bis Friends, 
which related to the tranfaétions of his more early 
life. He likewife refers, as we faid, to his Letters 
to Cicero, which requefted him to be prefent at the 
Shews ; and mentions fome particulars of his Let- 
ters to his Friends, who were charged with the fur- 
niture and direction of them [m]. As to Cicero’s 
genuine Letters; Plutarch applies them to hifforical 
ufes on feveral occafions, and gives a more exact ac- 
count of fome collections of them, than is to be found 
in any other Writer. He reports from Cicero’s 
Letters a piece of fecret hiftory, the real caufe of 
Pompey’s fending a divorce to his wife Mucia, which 


[A] X eovov wey ay morvy ¢v t- Plut. in Brut. p. 996. Epift. ad 
jen toy Vaiov nyev [6 Bestoc, |}—— C. Middlet. Pp. 229. 
KIEL, IS DATHs. HAAwY TE [7] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 96, 
DoAAwy * Kixégwvos aT “Pawns [  } Plut. in Brut. Pp. 994. 
yeaPorlwv x, xErevorleov cévocseeir, 


2 Pompey 


me 


tilt PR Noite dt st enn 


yoke 


ae | 


ete 


7 mee =: 
oernaniicgsine fhe A 


a eras 


. ae i 


298  Obfervations on the EPIsTLeEs 


Pompey himfelf would never difcover[z]. Befides 
the colleétion of Letters, which Cicero wrote to his 
Son while he was refiding at Athens, he mentions a 
colleétion of his Letters to Herod, who was’ con- 
cerned in the care of him there; a complaining 
Letter to Gorgias for feducing him, which was 


ui bees 


written in Greek; and a Letter to Pelops, the /e- 


cond in the order of his Greek Letters [0]. 


He had 


rold us juft before, that though Cicero, in a Letter 
to fome of his intimates, exprefled’ a judgment con- 


cerning, Demofthenes, 


that he now and then nods in 


his Orations; yet he made him fufficierit amends 
by infcribing the Orations againft Antony, the moft 
elaborate of any, with the title of Philippics [pp]. 


{2} "Emcprder auln thy aDeci 
dre rove yearbas, af usecov ED 
obs apn iev efesmay. Ey SY emisconcss 
K imepwvos n abla yiypamlas. Plut. 
in Pomp. p. 641. Ep. ad Att. is 
12. 

fo} ‘Plut. in Cic. p. 873. 

[p] I1p2s Twac Tw eT Orewy 2Oy- 
usy ev 1 yeas, sans 


if : : 7 “ 
tov Asyuv amos a CEW Tov Lnjo- 
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ousyny. Iles BS [AOL AbS Ot Tey 
> \ / \ 5 
bei ETT BOCACTE NO OLE 86 KOT 


ANluvie, Diarwmixes toréryearlev. 
Ib. p. 872: The Sophitt feems 
to have been’ poaching in this 
paffage. For he literally tran/- 
fates the former, and, accord- 
ing to his cuftom, perverts the 
latter part of it. Jam concedo, 
ut vel PAilippict vocentur, quod 
tu quadam epiftola jocans fert- 
phjfti. Ep. Brut. il. 5. The Dr. 
Brutus authority ob- 
ferves, ‘* That the name of 


«© Philippics, which feems to 


«© have been thrown out at firft 
““ in gayety and jelt only, being, 
« taken up and propagated by 
‘© Cicero's friends, became at 
‘* Jaft the fixed and ftanding ti- 
<< tle of thefe Orations.” Life of. 
Cic. v. ii. p. 370. But Plutarch 
knew nothing of this piece of 
hiftory, and tells us, with more 
probability, that Cicero infcrib-. 
ed thefe Orations at firf? with 
the title of PdAilippics, which, 
continued to be the fxed and 
fianding title ; though fucceed- 
ing writers took occafion from 
the matter of them to call them 
fometimes by the name_of Axn- 
tonians. Thé Dr. has another 
obfervation, “That Plutarch 
‘* appears to have made little 
© or no ufe of Cicers’s Philippic 
«© Orations.” Ib. Pref. p. xxv. 
Now Plutarch muft have read 
with attention both thefe and 
the other Orations of Cicero 


He 
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He farther adds, that there wete none of Cicero’s 
contemporaries, of any reputation for eloquence and 
learning, whom he did not dignify by fpeaking 
for them or writing’kindly of them. It is eafy to 
fhew, from the very facts which are mentioned in 
his fingle Lite of Cicero, that Plutarch was a ftudier 
of the Letters to Atticus ; nor is it poffible to con- 
ceive that he fhould have very little curiofity about 
feeing a/] the Letters of Cicero and Brutus, whofe 
Lives he writes, and whofe I:etters muft be the 
very beft memoirs of the times, which produced the 
principal Heroes of his Hiftory. The Vindicator 
therefore fhould not venture to fay any thing more, 
than that if Plutarch had not feen any fuch Letters, 
as the /u/pecfed ones concerning C. Antony, he had 
heard at leas, not of thefe Letters [q], but of Cice- 
ro’s advifing Brutus by letter to kill C. Antony, 
And I will venture in my turn to fay, that the 
fubject of this rea/ Letter was fuch, as to preferve 
the memory of the fact; but yet to increafe the im- 
probability, 

XXVIII. OF Plutarch’s knowing no otherwife 
than by mere report, that Cicero advifed Brutus by 


fince he could pronounce upon 
comparifon, that. the former are 
moft elaborate of any. He muft 
have read likewife ‘Cicero’s ora- 
torial and philofophical works ; 
fince he fpeaks of his ‘often 
making honourable mention of 
Demofthenes, and of his com- 
mending in his writings,without 
any mixture of enyy, his av- 
tient as well as modern competi- 
tors for fame, Arifotle, Plato, 
Lheophraftus. He fpeaksin the 


fame place of Cicere’s books 
concerning his Confulfhip, full 
of bis own praifes. He after- 
wards gives a defcription of his 
Café and~- philofophical Dia- 
Jogwes, and remarks concerning® 
his poetic faculty, that he was 
reputed to be capable of ma- 
king 500 werfes in a night. 
PIO cinCicslpecwag ogo, I. 
Comp. p. 861. 


(¢] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 96. 
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letter to kill C. Antony ; if the fufpected Letters up- 
on that fubject were then extant: when Plutarch 
appears to have been very converfant in moft of 
Cicera’s works, muft have had great curiofity a- 
bout both his and Brutws’s Letremy as fupplying 
the very beft materials of Hiftory, and actually does 
cite them for 4ifforical ufes in numerous places 5 
particularly the Letters under Brutus’s name, whe-, 
ther genuine or fpurious, which related to the 
whole period of his Macedonian expedition. 
I proceed to the Sifforical overfights, chargeable 
on the Author of the /econd book of Letters, with 
regard to Plancus and Lepidus. The Sophift, in 
ie account of Plancus, feems to have copied, 
the beft of his ability, the familiar Epiftles; and 
enables us to male a difcovery of his living fome 
time after thefe Epiftles were reduced to the form 
and d ifpofition, in which they appear at this day. 
Furnius was the bearer of Plancus’s firft public Let- 
ter, in which he made apologies for his backward- 
nefs in declaring himfelf on the fide of the Repu- 
blic, and acquainted the Magiftrates, the Senate, 
and the people of Rome with the ftate of his army ; 
“of his Legions, his Auxiliaries, and his forces 
ce Ey The Sophift begins his Letter; ‘¢ From 
<¢ Plancus’s Letter,” hy he, ‘* a copy of which, 
<¢ T imagine, has been fent to you, you may have 
‘¢ informed yourfelf of his excellent affection to the 
*¢ Republic, of his Legzons, his Auxiliaries, and 


[vr] Si cui forte videor diutius dedimus.— Legiones habeo v 
{pem Reip. de mea volun-  fub fignis, equitatus auxilio- 
tate tenuifle fufpenfam, C, rumgue tantas copias, quantas 
Furnio legato plura etiam hae gentes—conficere poffunt. 
verbo quam {criptura mandata Ep. Fam. x. 8. 


s¢ his 
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“¢ his forces [s].”’ Upon this paflage the Tranfla- 
tor remarks, that the Letter of Plancus here referred 
to was a pudlic one [mentioned above] fill extant ; 
addreffed to the Magiftrates, Senate, and people of 
Rome [7]. So far we are agreed. He goes on; T ig 
fame public Letter of Planes was received and read 

in the Senate, on the 7 of April, of which Cicero 
gave Plancus an sie V8 in a Letter dated the yyth 
of April. But this I beg leave to deny : for it was 
received {ome time before the 7° of April, of which 
Cicero gave Plancus an account in a Letter dated 
the 30% of March; where he tells us, that Furnius 
was the bearer of Plancus’s Letter [u]. The ac- 
count, which Cicero gave Plancus of his Letter, 
was fufficient of itfelf to convince both the Sophift 
and his Vindicator of their error. For Cicero coldly 
excufes the Senate’s not decreeing an honourable 
approbation of his military difpofitions, by alledging 
the abfence of the Confuls; and tells him, ** that 
‘¢ the time for it is not ripe even yet; fince true 
‘© honour is ‘not the purchafe of future fervices, but 
“¢ the reward of fervices already done: wherefore 
‘* undertake,”’ fays he, ‘the caufe of your country ; 
“* go to the relief of your Collegue,” 7. e. D. Bru- 
fus{x]. Plancus, ina fhort time, fent by Varifi- 


[s] Planci animum in Remp. 
egregium, legiones, auxilia, co- 
pias, ex literis ejus, quarum ex- 
emplum tibi miffum arbitror, 
perfpicere potuilti. Ep. ad Brut. 
li, 2. 

[¢] Mid. Ep. of Cie. p. 20. 
not. 1. 

[w] Eth fatis ex Furnio co- 


gnoram quae tua es quod 
confilium de Rep. effet, tamen, 
tuis literis leétis, liquidius de 
toto fenfu tuo judicavi. Ep. 
Fam. x. 10. 

[x] Quamobrem, mi Plance, 
incumbe toto pectore ad lau- 
dem, {ubveni patriae, opitulare 
collegae, etc, Ibid. 
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dius another public Letter, zow of, in which he 
acquainted the Senate with his excellent affection to 
the Republic, and with the fervices, which he had 
already done for it. ‘This was the Letter received 
and read in the Senate on the 7* of April, where it 
occafioned a warm debate for two days fucceffively, of 
which Cicero gave Plancus a much more fanguine 
account in a Letter dated the 11 of April [y]. 
Now Plancus’s private Letter to Cicero, which was 
fent by Varifidius together with his fecond public 
Letter xow /off, being immediately prefixed, in the 
prefent difpofition of the familiar Epiftles, to Plan- 
cus’s firft public Letter fill extant [z]; hence the 
Sophift was induced to jumble together the contents 
of both thofe public Letters ; taking his account of 
Plancus’s Legions, Auxilaries, and forces from his 
jirft public Letter fiz// extant; and of his excellent 
affection to the Republic, and of the warm debate 
occafioned in the Senate for two days fucceffively, from 
the anfwer ftz/l extant, which Cicero gave to Plan- 
cuss fecond public Letter now Joff. ‘The Sophitft 
therefore very pleafantly imagines, that Brutus in- 
formed himfelf of the real contents of two public 
Letters, which were fent by Plancus, by having 
the copy of oxe of them fent him by his friends. 

In the next place, the Sophift promotes an artifi- 
cial contraft between Plancus and Lepidus ; and as 


fy} Cum a.d. viildys April. Ep.Fam.x.12. Breviorem me. 
mane mihi tuas literas M. Va- duae res faciunt, una, quod pu- 
rifidius reddidiffet, eafque le-  blicis literis omnia fum perfecu- 
giffem, incredibili gaudio fum tus, altera, quod M. Varifidi- 
elatus. Cave—putes ullas um —ad te tranfire juffi. Ep. 7. 
unquam literas graviores, quam fz) db. Ep, 752. 
tuas in Senatu effle recitatas, etc. 


he 
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he is obferved to have enlivened his reprefentation 
of Plancus, by bringing down ‘* his Legions, Auxi- 
«¢ liaries, and Forces to join them with his excellent 
“¢ affection to the Republic ;” fo the happy oppofi- 
tion of Lepidus’s character is created by faking up 
<* his levity, inconftancy, and perpetual difaffection 
<¢ to the Republic{a].’? ‘The Sophift’s Letter muft 
have been written about April 11%, and exprefsly 
tells us, that D. Brutus was then blocked up in Mo- 
dena, and almoft reduced to the laft extremity [4]. 
I afferted therefore, ‘* that the Sophiftic Cicero is 
<¢ plainly prophetic, fpeaking of facts long before 
‘¢ they happened; fince he pafles a cenfure upon 
“¢ Lepidus before the battle of Modena, which cen- 
«© fure could not be paffed upon him by the ¢rue 
** Cicero till long after that battle, and actually was 
<¢ paffed upon him both by Cicero and every body 


<¢ elfe, on the fingle account of his uniting himfelf 


<¢ with Antony [c].” Before the event of Modena, 
the Public and the rue Cicero entertained an equal- 
ly good opinion concerning Plancus and Lepidus 
[ad]; and if itis argued, that “stony made pretences 
of friendfhip with Lepidus either before or fhortly 
after the event of Modena; he did the fame with 


{a] Plancianimum in Remp. omnis fortuna Reip. difceptat, 


ST were 
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egregium,—Lepidi— levitatem 
et inconftantiam, animumque 
femper inimicum Reip. jam cre- 
do tibi ex tuorum literis effe 
perfpectum. Ep. ad Brut. ii. z. 

[6] Mid. Ep. of Cic. p. 20. 
not. 1. Eft enim {pes omnis in 
Bruto expediendo, de quo vehe- 
menter timebamus. Ep. ad Brut. 
ib, Quanquam in upo proelio 


quod quidem, cum haec Ie- 
geres, jam decretum arbitrabar 
fore. Ep. Fam. x. 10. 


[c] Epift. ad C. Middlet. p, 


220. 

i M. Tull. ad Caef. jun. 
1.1. Erat opinio bona de Plan- 
co, bona de Lepido. Non. in 
voc, Opixio. 
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Plancus, and at the very fame times [e]. The good 
opinion concerning both thefe Generals prevailed 
for the whole interval between the event of Mode- 
na and Lepidus’s au on with dutony [f]; and the 
true Cicero, in particular, expreffes ** the univerfal 
‘* expectation of ry war being over, before the 
<¢ act of Lepidus’s uniting | himfelf with Antony (2). 

He tells us ftill more fully, ‘¢ that when they ima- 
“* gined the war to be at an ei they were brought 
<¢ into anxiety again all on a fudden by Lepidus [h}, 

i.e. by his uniting himfelf with Autony. This is 
exactly agreeable to the ideas of the Cicero, who 
fpeaks in the firft book of the /u/pec?ed Letters, 
and tells us exprefsly ; ‘* that Lepidus, after he was 
<¢ dignified with the greateft honours by the Senate, 
<< and had written, a few days before, an excellent 
<¢ Tetter to them; all on a fudden not oily received 
«¢ the remains of the enemy, but was waging a 
<¢ moft cruel war both by land and fea [z].” It is 
remarkable, that the true Cicero, within ¢en days 
of Lepidus’s uniting himfelf with Aztony, did not 


[e] Phil. xiii. 19. Ep. Fam.  2y’sunion with Lepidus.” Mid. 
THEE e Ep. of Circ. p. 6g. not. 5. 
[f] Ut cognovit Antonium [4] Nos, confettum bellum 


poit fugam a M. Lepido re- cum putaremus, repente a Le- 
ceptum, ceterofgue duces—con- pido tuo in fummam follicitu- 
fentire pro patribus,-—Suet. in dinem adduéti fumus, Ep. Fam. 


Aug: eV az: Kid Ap 
[g] Nos, confeéto bello, ut ar- {2} Cum honoribus amplifli- 


bitrabam Ks renovatum bellum mis a Senatu effet Lepidus or- 
geri imus. Ep. Fam. xii. 8. ‘Cz- natus, tum etiam paucis ante 
cero imagine< d,thatthey were diebus praeclaras literas ad Se- 
«© freed by the victory of Mo- natum mififfet; repente non {o- 
“© dena from all farther danger lum recepit reliquias hoftium, 
<< in Jtaly; but their apprehen- fed bellum acerrimum terra ma- 
“‘ fions were renewed more rique gerit. Ep. ad Brut, 1.12. 
“< ftrongly than ever by Anfo- 
entertain 
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entertain the leaft apprebenfion of Lepidus’s difaffe- 
ion; but argue, in the very fame manner, from 
the Letter which he fent to the Senate, inviting: 
them to meafures of peace [4]. But what is moft 
remarkable; our Sophift writes to Brutus, the kinf 
man of Lepidus, before the battle of Modena, con- 
cerning Lepidus’s levity, inconftancy, and perpetual 


dijaffection to the Republic; and yet was fo blind as ° 


not to fee, that he was copying the chara¢ter, which 
the true Cicero, in a Letter to Caffius, another kinf~ 
man of Lepidus, had drawn from the very act of his 
uniting himfelf with Antony [7]. 

Ir were eafy to multiply hiftorical teftimonies to 
the fame effect. Deo relates, ** that, before the 
** battle of Modena, Lepidus did not declare his af- 
“* fections either one way or others becaufe he re- 
‘¢ tained fome regard for Avtony his kinfman, and 
‘* was required to march againft him by the autho- 
‘ rity of the Senate; and becaufe he would fecure 
“¢ a retreat to either fide, as affairs fhould turn out 
«© [m].” It appears from Paterculus and Plutarch, 
that Antony pafied the Alps in his flight from Mo- 
dena, without any previous affurances of Lepidus’s 
efpoufing him; and, when he arrived at Lepidus’s 
camp; was forced upon expedients at laft to obtain 


“~ 


[4] Nec vero Lepidum time- 
bamus. Quis enim effet qui il- 
lum tam furiofum arbitraretur, 
ut qui in maximo bello pacem 
welle fe dixiffet, is in optatifima 
pace bellum Reip. indiceret. Ep. 
Fam. xi. 18. 

[7] Lepidi tui necefarii, qui 
—affines habet, quos oderit,— 
levitatem et inconitantiam, ani- 


mumque fem per inimicum Reip. 
jam credo tibi ex tuorum literts 
effe perfpettum. Ep. ad Brut. 
li. 2. Scelus affinis tui Lepidi 
fam mamque levitatem et incon- 
flantiam ex atiis——cognofie te 
arbitror. Ep. Fam. xii. 8. 

[m] Dion. Hilt. Rom. p. 
310, 
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reception from him; which account is farther con- 
firmed by Appian [nu]. I may add ftll a modern 
authority, which will always be allowed its due 
weight in conjunction with the old Hiftorians. 
The Ciceronian Biographer relates, that Cicero ma- 
noged Lepidus fo well, that he forced him to frand 
neuter till the sy! of Italy were decided, i. e. till 
the battle of Modena : nay, more than a month af- 
ter that bneate: ae within two days of Plancus’s 
hearing the news of Lepidus’s union with Antony ; 
Lepidus, he fays, diffembled fo well as to per/uade 
Plancus and Late renfis, bis own Lieutenant, of bis 
fincerity {0}. And mutt now the true cts in an- 
other edition of the 4 Englifp Life, want this honour- 
able teftimony concerning his notable management of 


Lepidus , in order to an awkward vindication of hi 

ignorant Mimic, who declares, “* that Lepidus had 
es 

i 54 give Thea a notor} US proe QO »f ot his le evity; inconftan CY 


1 


ce add te difaffetion to the Republic, above fix weeks 
before [ p]: se 
Tur Vindicator allows, that the fufpected Ci- 
cero cenfures here fo feverely a perticular infiance of 
Lepidus’s difapfettion on {q|; and therefore what 1s al- 
ledged in his defence, irc 1 the general character of 
Lepidus, who was cé rtainly jejune, wrong-bheaded, 


and variable as the wind (rl, is quite impe rtinent. 


He denies however, that this particular inftance, as 
[n] Plut. n Ant. p. 923. rum. Credidi chirographis ejus, 
Paterc. I. c. 63. Appian. aflirmationi praefentis Lateren- 
De bell. civ. pp. 579, 80. fs etc. Ep. Fam. x. 21. 
[o] Life of Cie. v. il. p. 404, [p] See Mid. Ep. of Cie. p. 
446. Scripfique tibi biduo 20. not. 2. 
ante, confidere me, bono Lepi- (q| Ibid. 
do effle ufurum, communique [r}] Pref. Diff. p. 98. Ep. 


confilio bellum adminiftratu- Fam, x. 21. xi. - 
I 


le 
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I interpret the paflage, was the ad of receiving An- 
tony into his camp, after his flight from Modena 3 
for that, fays he, was above fix weeks later than 
the date of the /fufpeéfed Letter. The Lepidiani{m 
of this argument will appear when it is remember- 
ed, that I looked upon the fevere cenfure as plainly 
prophetic, and {peaking of fatts long before they hap- 
pened but this, it feems, cannot be admitted, be 
caule the fad faid to be propbefied of was later than 
the time in which the prophecy is fuppofed to be ut- 
tered. Again, the faé, which gave occafion to 
the cenfure, is pretended to be Lepidus’s fending a 
body of troops to Antony’s affftance before Modena, 
under two of his Lieutenants, Silanus and Culleo ; 
and yet it is confeffed at the fame time, that Lepi- 
dus difclaimed the aé# of his Lieutenants, who march- 
ed with a detachment to Antony’s afjiftances declar- 
ing it to have been done againft his will [s]. But 
this aéz, as all people then imagined, ‘was done by Le- 
pidus’s order, but moft certainly by bis connivance 
[4]. [fit was done moft certainly by Lepidus’s con- 
nivance, and Dio tells us exprefsly, that Si/anus did 
not act by Lepidus’s order [u] 3 then this is a mo/f 
certain infiance, not of Lepidus’s perpetual difaffe~ 
éion, but his inviolable neutrality; which was e- 
nough, and what all people expected from him. 
For, that neither the ¢rue nor Jufpetted Cicero, nor 
Plancus, nor Laterenfis, nor the people of Rome en- 
tertained the leaft imagination of Silanus’s acting by 
Lepidus’s order ; has been already proved. . After 
all, what was the a@ of thefe two Lieutenants 2 
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Silanus marched with a Praetorian cobort to the affi- 
{tance of Antony, and arrived fo near the time of 
the jir/t engagement before Modena, that Dio, the 
Vindicator’s own authority, places his arrival after 
the engagement, which happened on April 15° [x]. 
Now the true Cicero could have heard nothing at 
Rome concerning Silanus’s affifting Antony in lefs 
than five days after ; and yet the /u/peéfed Letter, in 
which the fevere cenfure of di/affeétion is paffed up- 
on Lepidus, and which fignifies that D. Brutus was 
ftill blocked up in Modena, muft have been writ- 
ten about 4pri/ 11°, i. e. it muft be plainly prophe- 
tic, and {peak of a fact four days before it really hap- 
pened, and wine days before the true Cicero could 
hear of it. It does not yet appear, that Cu/leo, the 
other Lieutenant, was at all concerned in the action 
before Modena; and he probably joined Axtony in 
his fight over the “ps [y]; which gave Lepidus 
the occafion to excufe the act of his ¢wo Lieutenants, 
in a Letter dated May 22°; where he makes the 
faireft profeffions of affection to the Republic, and is 
very thankful for the good opinion, which was even 
then entertained of him by the true Cicero [2]. 
XXVIII. We are agreed, that the /u/pected Ci- 
cero, ina Letter written about Apri] 11%, refers to 
fome Particular act of Lepidus, ** in cenfuring fo 
<< feverely his levity, inconftancy, and perpetual 
<¢ difaffetion to the Republic.*? That this cenfure 
[x] Dion. Hift. Rom. p.316. moribus——ad te delata fint.— 
Conf. Ep. Fam. x. 30. Ea te moderate accepifle, ne- 
(y] Appian. p. 579. que temere credenda judicaffe, 
fz] Quod ad bellum hoc at- a meis procuratoribus certior 


tinet; nec Senatui, nec Reip. fum faétus; quae mihi, ut de- 
deerimus. Non dubito,—— bent, gratiffima funt. Ep. Fam. 


quin nonnulla de me falfis ru- x. 34. 


mutt 
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muft be founded on the prefumption of an aét, 
which was future at that time, I have proved from 
the concurring teftimonies of antient Hiftorians and 
a modern Biographer, from the judgments of Plan- 
cus, Laterenfis, and all people; nay, from the ex- 
prefs affertions of both the /u/peéfed and the true 
Cicero’s ; who declare, that Lepidus did no act,which 
could be the foundation of fuch a cenfure, before 
his uniting himfelf with Aztony ; upon which act 
the true Cicero did in fact exprefs a cenfure upon 
him almoft in the very fame words. The aét of 
Lepidus’s Lieutenants, in giving affiftance to Arto- 
ny, could not be the real foundation of a cenfure, ex- 
preffed in a Letter of Apri] 11°; firft, becaufe it had 
not then happened ; much lefs could it be known 
to the true Cicero: Secondly, it did not then, nor 
does it even now appear to have been the act of 
of Lepidus: Nor, laftly, was it looked upon by any 
as an inftance ‘* of Lepidus’s levity, inconftancy, 
‘* and perpetual difaffe¢tion to the Republic.” 

We need not wonder, that the /u/pected Cicero 
fhould be fo plainly prophetic in this inftance, and 
fpeak of a fact above fix weeks before it really hap- 
pened ; for he fpeaks, in the fame place, of ‘* Le- 
‘<< pidus’s hating, Brutus and Caffius, his Brothers- 
‘¢ in-law, the moft next to his own Brother,” 2. e. 
Paullus milius Lepidus, who was afterwards pro- 
{cribed by the Triumvirate, with the confent of his 
Brother Lepidus the Triumvir[a¢]. The reafon, 
which the Hiftorians affign, of Paullus’s being pro- 
{cribed, was his promoting a decree of the Senate, 

(a] Lepidi tui neceffarii, qui —animumque—credo tibi effe 
fecundum fratrem affines habet perfpectum. Ep. ad Brut. ii. 2, 


quos oderit proximos, levitatem Mid. Ep. of Cic. p. 21, not. 3. 
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on the /afs of Fune, “ by which Lepidus and all 
** thofe who had deferted the Republic together 
** with him were adjudged eneinies to the State [3}.”® 
‘According to the Sophi ft then, Lepidus’s perpetual 
difaffection determines him at once to hate Brutus 
and Cafius in a very-great degree; but to hate his 
Brother Paullus in a ftill greater degree, becaufe he 
mas to vote him an enemy near three months after- 
wards. ‘Ihe Vindicator leaves me the uncontefted 
poffefien of this inftance of the Sophift’s prophetic 
character ; but differs with me about an hiforical 
point, afferting that Paullus was profcribed by the 
Triumvirate, with the confent of his Brother, for a 
motion which made in the Senate, that the fourth 
and Martia]) Legions, which had put themfelves under 
the commana lof 08 ‘tavius, /hor uld be 2 delivered up by him 
to D, Brutus [¢]._ Now this affertion, fhould we be- 
lieve it upon his bare word, will reduce the interval 
between the prophecy and the event foretold to fome- 
thing lefs than a Aad for the motion to transfer 
the Legions to D. Brutus could not be made before 
the Senate haere § of the death of Airtius,. under 
whofe command the two Legjons fought before Mo- 
dena [d]. However there will ftill be a real pro- 
phecys fuch as cannot naturally be refolved into Ci- 
gero’s political divination [e]. For the motion, which 
Paullus made about the Legions, is a proof of his 
acting, at this time, a contrary part to what he a- 
cted before the defeat of Antony; and of his appear- 
ang to be zealous im the caufe of the Republic [ f}. 


[4] Appian. De bell, civ. p. (d] Phil. xiv. 10. Ep. Fam. 


gO5s0 Pat. LerenGhpga kp. xu9d: 

Fam. xii. 10. [e] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 107. 
[c] Mid. Ep. of Cic.-p. 21. [f] 1b. Ep. of Cic. p: 24, 

Hot. 3. not. 3. 


Whence 
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Whence we may gather, that the, part in politics, 
which Paullus was acting at the date of the Sophift’s 
Letter, could not make him fo eminently hated by 
his Brother M4. Lepidus, who was himfelf perpe- 
tually difaffected to the Republic. 

I return to the biftorical and prophetic characters 
of the Letters of the frjt book. The ninth of thele 
Letters is a formal confolation, addreffed to Brutus, 
on the death of his wife Porcia. This we are given 
to underftand by a Letter under Brutus’s name, 
which was written about the fame time, and ap- 
plauds Atticus’s care of her during her Sicknefs (g]. 
Plutarch \ikewife makes mention of a /bort Letter, 
which was banded about and of a fufpicious chara- 
&ter; in which Brutus complained to his friends at 
Rome of their negleéting Porcia in her fickne/s, and 
of being the occafion of her death [4]. It appears 
however from the fame paflage of Plutarch, that 
Nicolaus Damafcenus, an Author of great credit, 

who was contemporary with Porcza herfelf, and Val, 
Maximus, an Hiftorian of the following age, re- 
lated the extraordinary manner, in which Porcia 
deftroyed herfelf upon receiving the news of her 
hufband Brutus’s death [7]. There 1s a celebrated 


[2] Fungerer officio, quo tu —-Td émssdavo», timree aed Tay yin 
fanétus es in meo lu@u, teque iwy ériv. Plut.in Brut. p. 1009. 
per literas confolarer, etc. Ep. [7] Tloguiay d& yy Beere yu- 
ad Brut. i. Q. Valitudinem Por- vatxa Nixcraos 6 DirnicoPos brogesy 
ciae meae tibi curae efle non %) Ovaarteres MaEsjucs, Beropevny 
miror. Ep. Brut. ib. Ne arobaveiy, ws 8d-te emeT eee Tuy 

[A] Dé pélecs Ts émisoan Beste Di rwvys——eEx TS OVE heome.~ 
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Epigram of Martial ftill extant, which confirms 
the fame relation, and gives us reafon to believe, 
that the fatt was of public notoriety and received 
upon the credit of untverfal tradition in Martial’s 
time [4]. Hence I argued, “ That our Sophiftic 
“* confolation was probably formed upon the plan 
** of the fu/petfed Letter, under Brutus’s name, 
** which is mentioned by Plutarch; fince, befides 
** a poverty of fentiment and meannefs of compofi- 
** tion, hardly to be paralleled from any writing of 
** pure antiquity, it delivers nothing charaferiftic 
** of the fubject on which it is written; as if the 
f* Sophift was afraid to expre/s what he would be 
** thought to mean ; becaufe Plutarch, who fuggett- 
** ed to him the occafion of his Letter, had told 
** him likewife, that he might have faved himfelf 
§§ the trouble of it [/].” 

Tue Vindicator conftantly underftands, that this 
Letter of condolence, from Cicero to Brutus, relates to 
the death of Porcia, Brutus’s wife [m]; though he 
does not think it neceflary to fhew how the Letter 
can be party and evidence in the fame cauyfe; or 
how its evidence can be oppofed to the biforical 
tradition of Percia’s really furviving Brutus. How- 
ever, he thinks it not credible, that a Sophifi, whe 


[4] Conjugis audiffet fatum cum Porcia Bruti, 
, Et fubtraéta fibi quaereret arma dolor: 
Nondum {citis, ait, mortem non pofle negari ? 
Credideram fatis hoc vos docuiffe Patrem. 
Dixit : et ardentes avido bibit ore favillas: 
I nugce, et ferrum, turba molefta, nega. 
Martial. Epigr. 1. 43. 
[/] Epift.ad C. Middlet. p. — [m] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. gg. 
BY 2 KC Life of Cicero, v.ii, p. 441. 


had 
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had taken the bold refolution to contradié# all biftory, 
Should be fo bafoful at the fame time, as to involve 
what he had to fay in fuch obfcurity, that no Bopy 
Should be able to underftand it [n]; and yet what is 
faid is confeffedly involved in fuch generality only, 
that both he and I are very able to underftand the 
Sophift’s meaning. He proceeds to apologize for 
the poverty and jejunene/s of the compofition by al- 
ledging the circumftances, in which Brutus then was, 
at the head of the moft important and critical affairs, 
in which a mortal could be engaged; on which ac- 
count this Letter, as fhort and Hight, {ays he, as if 
appears, was more agreeable to the prudence of Cicero, 
than the moft fiudied compofition on the Jame argument 
could pofibly be [0]. As if it was agreeable to the pru- 
dence of Cicero, to write ill becaufe Brutus was ve- 
ry bufy; or as if the Letter did not bear all the chay 
racters of a /fudied compofition, being full, from be- 
ginning to end, of trifling antithefes without the leaft 
beauty of ftyle or variety of fentiment. Laitly, the 
moft fingular inftance of referve concerning the /ub- 
je of the confolation, which it has puzzled the beft 
Critics to find out [p], is accounted for becaufe it 


[~] Mid. Pref. Diff. p.100. that the confolation could not 
{o] Ib. p.1or. be applied to Porcia’s death, 


a 
> 


[p] Affequi non poffum, qua 
jn re tantam jacturam feciffet 
Brutus, aut quod accepiffet tan- 
tum vulnus, ut hac tam exqui- 
fita confolatione indigeret. 
Quid autem fuerit, cum dili- 
genter et accurate cogitaverim, 
reperire, verum ut fatear, non 
queo. Manut. in Ep. ad Brut. 
ii. 9. Manutius was of opinion, 


becaufe true hiftory would not 
admit of fuch application, and 
becaufe Brutus, in a following 
Letter, mentions Porcia’s fick- 
nefs. But we have obferved, 
that this learned perfon. often 
miftakes the fenfe of thefe Let- 
ters through an endeavour to 
reduce them to a conformity 
with true hiflory ; nor was he 
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zs natural to imagine, that Cicero, writing upon the 
death of a beloved wife, foould chufe, out of good 
manners and a regard to Brutus’s tenderne/s, to avoid 
the mention of ber name, or to dwell upon her perfonal 
qualities({q|. But is itnot full as natural to imagine, 
that the ¢rue Cicero fhould chufe to {ay nothing pro- 
fefledly on a fubjeét fo tender and dejefting, that he 
could fay nothing to the purpofe? Or, if he muft, 
out of good manners, compliment Brutus with a fer 
confolation, would he roundly tell him, by way 
‘¢ That he had loft joerding, which 
id not leave its fellow upon earth [r];” and 
tudioufly avoid, not only to dwell upon Porcia’s 
perfonal qualities, but to acquaint us with her real 
perfonality itfelf? I own myfelf much rather in- 
clined to fave the Sophifl’s credit, and would apo- 
logize for this infipid compliment and enveloped 
defcription, as well as the general futility of the 
Letter of condolence, by faying, 

XXIX. Tuar the reftraint arifing from the 
force of hiftorical truth would not allow the genius 
to characterize the ies of the confolation, to 
expatiate in variety, and to collect the cafes of /imi- 
lar misfortune; fince the Sophift might be con- 
vinced from the very paffage, which he was tran- 
{cribing from Plutarch, that Porcia was moft. cer- 
tainly ving at the time when the confolation pre- 
tends to be written upon her death, 


ee eS oe 
oft character, 


aware of the ceconomy, which ie ‘io n of events. 

the Letter-writer conftantly af- 7 Mid. Pref. Diff p. 100. 
fects, in making the two cor- [r] Jd enim amififti cui /f- 
refpondents play into each o- waals in terris xzAz/: fuit. Ep. 
ther’s hands, with regard to the ad Brut, ii. 9. 


BRUIUS; 
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BRUTUS, on the other hand, writes a Letter 
to Cicero, in commendation of Vetus Antiftius, the 
bearer, ‘‘ at a time when Brutus fuppofed the Con- 
** fuls to be “ving: whereas it appears from the 
‘* matter of this and other Letters, that, when he 
“* wrote it, he muft have heard of the battle before 
*“* Modena, and confequently of the death of the 
*€ Confuls [s].” Here, again, the Vindicator may 
think it very ftrange, that a cunning Sophift foould be 
Jo forgetful of himfelf in a foort Letter, as to contra- 
dict in one line what he affirms in another {t] ; but 
we will pafs on to the proof. ‘* Vetus Antiftius,” 
fays Brutus, < is fo well affected to the Republic, 
“* that Ido not doubt, but if he could have deen 
“* prefent at the conjuncture, he would have fhewn 
‘* himfelf a moft ftrenuous affertor of our common 
‘© liberty, both againft Cefar and Antony [u].” 
The phrafe, occafoni occurrere, fignifies to be pre- 
fent at a f{pecial conjunéure, not to meet with an 
occafion in general ; as the Tranflator, according to 
his manner of attending, in the firft place, to the 
fentiment, and, in the next, adhering to the letter, 
underftands it [~]. The conjun@ure or occafion then 
of acting both againft Ce/ar and Antony, at which 
Vetus could not be prefent,. was no other than the 
battle of Modena. This the application, at leatt, of 


[s] Ep. Brat. i.11. Ep.ad munis libertatis, occafioni po- 
C. Middlet. p. 238, 9. tuiflet occurrere. Ep. Brut. ib. 
[¢] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 102. +} Ib. p. 108. ‘See prr2yi 
[w] Veteris Antiftii talisani- Kal. Sextilibus Senatum  fre- 
mus eft in Rempublicam, ut quentem fore ; non quo 
non dubitem, quin et in Caefare me ad tempus occurfurum puta- 
et Antonio fe praeftaturus fuerit rem. Phil. i. 4. 
acerrimum propugnatorem com- 
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the phrafe muft neceffarily require; unlefs the Vin- 
dicator wil! pleafe to mention one of his many occa- 
fions, in which Vetus, had he been at Rome, while 
he refided in the Provinces, would have joined with 
the friends of liberty, in declaring and atting both a- 
gainft Cefar and Antony long before the battle of 

Aodena [y]. I affert, that he cannot mention one, 
without imitating the Sophift’s cunning, by contra- 
difting in one line what he affirms in another. He 
tells us exprefsiy, that this Vetus, who appears NOW 
to be fo well affeéted to Brutus, had been Propretor 
of Syria during Ceefar’s reign, and a LITTLE BE- 
FORE HIS DEATH was befieging Apamea, poffeffed 
by Cecilius Baffus, one of the Pompeian commanders 
[z]. As Brutus then might very well doubt, whe- 
ther Vetus would have joined with the friends of l- 
berty againft Fulius Cefar; nor could it be faid 
with any propriety, that he would have acted both 
againft Cefar and Antony, during Ff. Cafar’s reign 
fo the fu/pected Brutus could not, confiftently with 
his own principles, fay that Vetus wauld have been 
a ftrenuous affertor of the common liberty in atting 
againft Czefar and Antony, before the battle of Mo- 
dena. Brutus plainly derives all his jealoufies of 
Cafar Offavianus from the event of that battles 
and his Annotator 2firms, that Brutus, on” the ac- 
count of the great power, of which Octavianus was 
now poffejed, by the unexpecied death of the two Con- 
fuls, was afraid that he would afpire to the Confu- 
late{a]. Whatever oftentation therefore he may 

{y] Mid. Pref. Diff. p.103. Cicero, zunc agendum eft, ne 


fx] Ep. of Cic. p.44. not.1. fruftra oppreffum effe Antonium 
{a} Ib. p. 79. not. 5. Nunc, gavifi fimus; neu femper primi 


make 
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make of his many occafions, in which Vetus would 
have atted both againft Cefar and Antony; yet no 
occafion can be of ufe to any of ws all three, except 
the battle of Modena; and unle/s that battle, together 
with the occafion arifing thence of acting againft Cz- 
far Oétavianus, be referred to in Brutus’s words, 
not only the contradiction, charged upon the Sophitft 
by me, but the Sophift and his Vindicator too 
mutt fall to the ground. 

Tuat Brutus, when he wrote his Letter, mutt 
have heard of the death of the Confuls, I proved, 
in the fecond place, from the Letter’s telling us; 
«¢ That Vetus came to fue for the Pretor/bip, under 
“a ftrict engagement of returning to Brutus p1- 
“ RECTLY, if the Confuls fhouldnot hold an election 
<¢ of the Pretors [b].”? Now this very provifo of 
Brutus carries the appearance of prophetic conje- 
cture ; for why fhould he imagine the Confuls to be 
now at Rome, and yet not willing to hold the ele- 
ctions at the regular times? Vetus then immedi- 
ately found the cafe to be what Brutus fufpected, 
and was returning to him about the beginning of July 
[c], 2. e. ten weeks after the death of the Confuls 
had been heard of at Rome; by the computation of 
thefe Letters [d]. The Vindicator, rather than ad- 
mit the eafy fuppofition of Vetus’s returning direéZly, 


cujufque mali excidendi cau/a tus is the bearer of Cicero's Let- 
fit, ut aliud renafeatur illo pe- ter to Brutus, which refers to 
jus. Ep. Brut. i. 4. the Senate’s decree of the /af 
[4] Statim vero rediturumad of Fuxe, by which Lepidus was 
nos confirmavit, nifi Prae- declared an enemy to the State. 
torum comitia habituri effent Ep. ad Brut. i. 12. Conf. Ep. 
Confules, Ep. Brut. i. 17. Fam. xii. 10. 
[c] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 104. [@] Ep. ad Brat. i. 3. 
Ep. of Cic. p. 120. not. 2, Ve- 


according 


PAIS Sen fien dnt pre 


Te 


held 


ne 


pape 
= 


chemi meorneeias m4 4 


318  Odbfervations on the EPIsTLES 


according to his promife, will needs be his Cafuitt 
and Procurator too; alledging, that a perfon of Ve- 
tus’s rank, who had governed a Province and been 
long abfent from Rome, might find bufinefs there at 
bis return, enough at leaft to detain him for three or 
four months[e]. As if Vetus did not know, that he 
was @ perfon of rank, had governed a Province, and 
been long abfent from Rome; notwithftanding all 
which he could exgage not to be detained by the bufi- 
nels be might find there, but to return directly. But 
this bufine/s ought to be exough to detain Vetus at 
Rome, not only for ¢bree or four, but at leaft for 
fix mon iths, ior Brutus, when he wrote his Letter 
by Vetus, {uppofed doth the Confuls to be Living and 
at Rome s ys fiirtius, the Conful, led out an 
army againft Antony zz January, and never returned 


me 
tO Rome U Le J 


VETUS therefore mutt jind fome extraordinar: 
bufinefs to de tain him, and what he did not expect 3 
namely, the di i ulty of making an election of Pre- 
tors, occafioned L by th 1 UNEX] pected death of the Confuls ; 
fince no other Magi irate could regularly call an affem- 
bly of th the peor ple for that purpofe {z]. Now this od- 
vious reafon for pomp flay, fuggefied by the circum- 
fran-es of the times, would fubfitt almoft zewo months 
longer than Vetus actually did flay; fince no new 


ie 


Confuls were made till the 19‘ of the Augu/t fol- 
lowing [4]. But Cicero, it is ftill farther alledged, dy 
bis perfonal authority, got the eleétions pojiponed to 


[e] Mid. Pref. Diff. p.104. tw ry Pvecenccusdcseebrn Te Avytsxs 
[f] Ib. p. 104. dy } @ole ro ewrov UMUTEUTE, LET 
[g] Ibid. p. 104. nrrwse. Dion, Hift. Rom p. 
[4] Kal 6 pir [”Avysros] ov= 590, 


the 


between C1CERO and M. BRUTUS. 319 
the January following [7]. Should we allow, that 
the elections were ever actually poftponed, for which 
fact we depend on the /imgle authority of the Let- 
ters; yet thefe Letters themfelves difmifs Vetus as 
much foover on that head, as the want of Con/fuls 
difmiifes him /ater than Vetus did return. For 
Brutus, in a Letter dated May 16", having fent Ci- 
cero word, that he would advife with his Son con- 
cerning his coming to Kome, in order to offer him- 
felf Candidate at the election of Priefts; «« Cicer 
<< injiantly difpatched a meffenger, to meet him on 
** the road, with orders to fend him back again, 
*¢ though he found him landed in J¢aly 5”? and had 
acquainted him by letter /everal times before, <* that 
<¢ by his perfonal authority he had got the elections 
‘< poftponed to the Fanuary following [&].”’ 

Tue laft proof of Brutus’s writing his Letter by 
Vetus at a time when he mutt have heard of the 
death of the Confuls,' was taken from the quality of 
the only bufinefs, upon which Vetus came, of his /x- 
ing for ‘he Pretorfoip. Vetus then, who could pro- 
mife to return direély, if the Pretorian elections 
fhould not come on, mutt have fet out from Bru- 


[7] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 104. grediemur.—Cum eum videro, 
Life of Cic. v.2. p. 443. quoniam nobis permittis, com- 
{2] Ego autem, cum ad me muniter conflituemus de reditu 
de Ciceronis abs te difceffu feri- ejus ad petitionem, Ep. Brut. 
piifies, ffatin extrufi tabella- ib.6. Hence Dr. M. colle&s, 


rios literafque ad Ciceronem ; 
ut, etiamfi in Italiam venifiet, 
ad te rediret.—— Quanquam a/i- 
guoties el /cripferam, facerdotum 
comitia mea {fumma contentione 
in alterum annum effe rejecta. 
Ep. ad Brut. i. 14. Filius tuus 
ame abeft. In Macedonia con- 


that Brutus had fent Cicerg 
word, ** that his Son had a&tu- 
** ally left him, and was com- 
ing towards Rome.” Life of 
Cite. vez. P. 4430 “ Bratus 
** had a€tually fent away young 
“* Cicero towards Rome.” Ep. 
of Cic. p. 140. not. 2, 
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tus near the fuppofed time of thofe ele@tions. Ac= 
cordingly I obferved, that Furnius, Plancus’s Lieu- 
tenant in the Nether Gaul, was for coming to Romé 
upon the fame errand, when he fhould be extingui/b- 
ing the few fhattered forces with whith Antony had 
fled from Modena [7]. Indeed the Sophift very pro- 
bably took his hint of writing concerning Vetus’s 
Candidatefhip from this cafe of Furnius ; but has 
happily enabled us to detect him by his well known 
art of contradicting, the very Writer whom he co- 
pied. Furnius, ina Letter of ftill later date, tells 
the true Cicero, ‘© that he imagines the elections 
<¢ are over 3 but, if they were poftponed to duguft, 
‘e he would come to Rome directly and fue for the 
s¢ Preetorfhip [m].” Cicero returns an{wer, ‘¢ that 
<¢ he need not give himfelf trouble about the ele- 
J ica for he was endeavouring: all he could t 

«© oet them pol sd goin to the Fanuar'y following (7. # 
Now the Sophiftic Cicero, we have feen, had writ- 
ten to his Son a confiderable time before, ** that he 
<¢ had got the elections actually poftponed to the fol- 
“© lowing year.” Again, the ¢rue Cicero tells Fur- 
nius, that he was endeavouri ing all be could to pott- 
<¢ pone the eleétions on many accounts regarding 
<c the public service [0]. The other Cicero, as 


[7] Siintereft——Reip. te— Jem comitia, cito te: fin jam 
navare operam, rebufque maxi- confecta, citius, ne diutius cum 
mis, quae ad extinguendas 1 reli- periculo fatuus fis. Ep. Fam. x. 
quias belli pertinent, intereffe, 26. 
nihil videris—~ honeftius facere {2 Comitia tamen, quum ex 
poffe : iftamque operam tuam~— his pendes, guantum facere pof- 
celeritati Praeturae anteponen- fumus, in januarium men- 
dam cenfeo. Ep. Fam. x. 25. fem protrudimus. Ib. 

Ep. ad C. Middlet. p. 240. [e] Comitia,-——- quantum fa- 

[m] Scribis enim, fiin Sexti- cere pofumus, quod multis de 


might 
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might be expected from his Sophiffic ideas, tells Brus 
tus, ** that after the greateft firuggle he had got the 
** elections poftponed on the account of bis Son and 
“* the other young Candidates for the Priefthoods 
“* [p]3” who were in Brutus’s camp, and would 
Otherwife want the advantage of fuing for them iz 
perfon. 

XXX. Tuar Brutus “ fuppofes, in his Letter 
“¢ fent by Vetus, the Confuls to be /iving at a time 
“© when both this and other Letters declare, that he 
*¢ muft have heard of their death ;”? is plain from 
his faying, ‘¢ that Vetus would have been a ftre+ 
“* nuous aflertor of the common liberty both againft 
“* Cefar and Antony, if he could have been prefent 
“* at a certain conjuncture; which conjuncture can 
be no other than the battle of Modena: from his 
writing by Vetus, who was under an engagement of 
returning from Rome direély, if the Praetorian ele- 
ctions were not held there; but really did not re- 
turn till after the beginning of Fuly, of which no ac- 
count can be given but that he had arrived at Rome 
immediately before: and, laftly, from a parallel 
inftance of furnius’s intending to come to Rome a- 
bout the fame time and upon the fame bufinefs ; 


caufis Rezp. arbitramur condu- 
cere, in Januar. menfem protru- 
dimas. Ep. Fam. x. 26. 
[p]-——Sacerdotum comitia 
mea fumma contentione in alterum 
annum efe rejecfa: quod ego 
cum Ciceronis caufa elaboravi, 
tum Domitii, Catonis, Lentull, 
Bibulorum: quod ad te etiam 
{cripferam. Ep. ad Brut. i. 14. 
T look on this apocryphal intel- 


ligence of the elections being 
adually poftponed, as a contriv- 
ance of the Sophift, that he 
might decently difmifs the fub- 
ject of young Crcero’s and thefe 
other Noblemen’s leaving Bru 
tus’s camp, in order to offer 
themfelves Candidates at Rome. 
See an inftance of the ike con- 
trivance already taken notice of 
Pp. 251. not, 7. 
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d faultily copied 


by Brutus and his correfpondent Gee 
Bur the moft glaring blunder of Cicero the Co- 
pyift is, ‘* that though he fpeaks of his greateft 


¢ prigele in getting the 
<6 following year; yet he 
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ye’ F 


elections la sg to the 


had mentioned, in a for- 


of delaying ee. which 


. 


(a4 ; Ch pe haat bfolu Vee hI ‘ he 
would make it ad/olutely impoffible, that they 
| 
L 


; 1 } 
<¢ fhould be helc 


till 2be 
Lees Li 


end of the prefent year; 


ec if they could be held even then :’? For he had ad- 


it the : Pontifiea zl and Preto- 


‘ 7 5 SA ftic rar4 Lg 
vanced a portion, Sele 


“ rig elections mult be delayed for a long time on 


*¢ account of the u/pices, 


which could not revert 


“¢ to the Patriciay Senators as long as one Patrician 


<6 Magi {trate continued 


Vindicator confeffes, that Manutius was 


promifes @ fatis, a ebory ac= 


(’ 710 np att 1 Taas ‘ wid 
She fan this difficulty, and 


me oD 

n the State [¢] The 
see Ht ose La if 
pu zzled LOW 


count of it in his notes {r|;, whither we are regularly 


referred again for a little 


not make its appearance 


Bie PRake 

[7] N unc per aufpicia longam 
moram video. Dum enim unus 
erit patricius magiftratus, au! pl- 
cia ad patres redire non pof ffunt. 


Ep. ad Brut.1. 5: The right 
of taking the Awps ces, for the 
bufinefs of the eleétion of Prx- 
tors, was Nidaed < in ve Con- 
fuls ; but when there happened 
to be no Coniul, then the 4- 
[pices fell into the hands, not of 
the Senate in general, but of 
the Patrician Senators only,who 
chofe an Jnterrex out of their 
own body to prefide im the ele- 
étion of new Confuls, in the firit 


PI 


hypothefis, obick. dares 


in the open light. For 


place; and thefe Confuls could. 
regularly prefide in the eleétions 
of Tr etOnd. and therefore pro- 
vide for the fupply of all the 
inferior magiftracies. Ep. ad 
Att. ix.g. Comp. Mid. Ep. of 
Cre. p. 69. not. 10 

[r| Scripferam, facerdotum 
comitia mea San mma contentione 
in alterum annum effe rejecia. 
ip.ad Brut.i. 14. Cur, /um- 
ma contentione 2 Nam inalteruam 
annum, etiam nemine conten- 
dente, product ¢a neceffe erat. 
Manut. in lec. Mid, Pref. Diff. 
p. 105. 


when 
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when we come to the notes; they give us the very 
fame account which Manutius gave, and which he 
profeffed to give becaufe fome account mu/t be siven,y 
wz. That the Pretors perbaps might Be gts ling 
to thofe elections [s]. He introduces this ex eine 
of making the elections, in order to put Cicero to 
the expence of the greateft trouble in getting them 
poftponed, with a flat contradiction to Cicero’s own 
text. Cicero, fays he, upon the unempetted cafe of the 
death of the Confuls, not knowing at firft what the Se- 
nate or the Pretors either debaid | or could do, with re- 
gard to the vacant Prithtboods, and the creation of the 
other Magiftrates, mn effes bis apprehenfions in the 
séenib Letter (Ep. i. &. ) of much difficulty and se in 
that affair. But FF phi in this Letter, plainly does 
know at firft, and ex pee us affdred judgment, ** that 
“* the Senate, 7. e. the Patrician Setiatdis: could 
“ not declare an Ipterrex for the crea ton of E Priefts 
** and Magiltrates, as long as one Patrician } 

‘ itrate metiut ea in the State ;’? on which very 
confideration he likewife « forefees an eventual de- 

lay of the elections” to the end of the year ; 
whence he plainly appears not to have entertained 
at firft the leaft imagination of the Preters proceed- 
ing to ihofe elections in the mean time. 

Tuart the ¢rue Cicero could not entertain any 
fuch imagination, I proved from the judgment, 
formerly Spine by him Reon fact, which the 
Vindicator has indeed ventured to relate in part. 
‘« In the beginning of the civil war between Cafar 


[s] Forte (tale enim aliquid [comitia] Praetor. Manut. ibid, 
ef{ cogitandum)} habuiliet ea Mid. Ep. of Cic. p.t4i. net. 3, 
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‘¢ and Pompey, 


‘* for the following year, 
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Cefar being refolved to be Conful 


a queftion was ftarted, 


‘¢ whether in the abfence of the Confuls, who were 


‘* abroad in Pompey’s camp, 
“© could not be ice by a Pretor.” 
ed opinion had been given 
exclaimed againft the author of it as a 


and fordid time-fe 


trary to the expre/s words 


rver ; declaring, 
of Confuls, or even Pretors, by a Pretor 


leétion 
a not- 


the Confular e 
W hen 


in the affirmative, Cicero 


moft [candalous 
that the creation 
was con- 
and the reafoning of the 


Laws nor even had fo much as one precedent in 


practice [¢]. 
atten pt 


Cefar therefore, 
fo flagrant a violation of the conftitution, 


being unwilling to 


and yet not daring to truft to the event of an Jnter- 


regnum, which mutt 


ia on of the Confular office [é] : 
lefs unc 


C be; ng declared Dittat Or by M. Lepidt us the 


another ex q' edie nt, the 


two, ol 


of courfe enfue upon the ex- 


was driven upon 
pe envi} of the 


Pretor, in confequence of a law of the people, which 
fpecially i invefted him with that extraordinary pow- 


er [x]. 
Bu T now Our 


fatisfact 


ry account fuppofes, that 


ibe city, by an bal bitual patience under the daily fub- 


verfion of * their I 


(*] Ife omnium turpiffiimus 
et fordidiffiimus, qui Confularia 

omitia a Praetore ait haber 
ofl. Eft ille quidem, qui fem- 
per in Rep. fuit.—— Nos autem 
in libris habemus non modo Con- 
fules a Praetore; fed ne Praeto- 
res quidem creari jus effe, idque 
factum effe nunquam. Confules, 
eo non effe jus, quod majus im- 
perium a minore rogari non fit 


jus : 


AWS durin, 4 Cy celar i €12N, W were LYOWN 


Praetores autem, cum ita 
rogentur ut collegae Confulum 
fint, aes eft majus imperi- 
im. Ep. ad Att. ix. 9. 
[w} Permagniejus intereft, rem 
ad Interregnum non venire. Ib. 
[x] Ibi legem de Dittatore 
Jatam, fefeque Dictatorem di- 
ctum a M. Lepido Praetore co- 
gnofcit. Caef. De bell. civ. ii. 
ont 


mach 
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much lefs ferupulous than before about the observance 
of their ald forms, and would cafily admit an eletHion 
of Priefts or Preetors to be made by a Preetor [y]. 
Thus we mutt arraign the judgment of, or fix the 
imputation of a moff Scandalous praétice upon the 
true Cicero; who, in contempt of his Augural cha- 
racter and contrary to the fundamental maxims of 
civil prudence, mutt look upon the right of creat- 
ing the /uperior Magiftracies, upon which all the 
wnferior ones and the whole executive part of the 
conftitution, civil and religious, depended, as a mat- 
ter of old form. The Senate, by an habitual pui- 
ence under the daily fubverfion of their laws, during 
Ceefar’s reign, mutt eafily admit fuch a violation of 
their laws, aS was not, in a cafe of great neceffity, 
attempted by Ce/ar himfelf; who named indeed af. 
terwards all the Magiftrates as he pleafed, but by the 
legal plenitude of his perpetual Diéatorfbip ; and 
therefore in a method far lef§ unconftitutional. 
And, laftly, a Pretor, who does not feem to have 
been wholly at Cicero’s devotion 2], muft be making 
an election of Priefts or Pretors, againtt expre/s 
law and the moft univerfal and acknowledged cu- 
ftom of their Anceftors; when he was fupplying the 
Confular office (for the bufinefs only of holding af- 
femblies of the Senate, which might be done by a 
Tribune as well as by a Pretor [a}) according to the 
cuftom of their Anceftors : And all this mutt be eafily 


admitted by a Senate of Republicans, who were ex- 


a le 
not. 3. Mis. Ep. ad Qointer ra 1. 
[=] Ep. of Cie. p.69. not, 10, 


[y] Mid. Ep. of Cie. p. 141. __{@] Ep. Fam. x.12. Phil 
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Obfervations on the EPIsTLES 
erting: themfelves with the greateft activity and 
moit fanguine expectation of retrieving their autient 
conftitution, and of effecting the re-eftablifhment 
of all their o/d forms, — Nor is this fatisfattory ac- 
count ras big with all thefe abfurdities, but flatly 
contradicted by plain matter of fact. For, in little 
more than a month after the time in which our Cicero 
pretends fo have poftponed the elections to the follow- 
ing year, the city, in this particular exigency of 


Oo - cs d 


their affairs and in the vacancy of the Confulfip, 


would not eafily admit an election of Confuls (who 
would certainly be elected before the Pretors in the 
Cc ? ry 1 {7 


vacancy of the Conful/bip) to be made by a Pretéor. 
When OGavius and Pedius were actually elected 
Conftus in the duguft of this very year, fince the 
conftitutional method of electing them by an Juter- 
larly prefide in the eleétion, 


1 —— = 


ares & NA attral A aed UyT e t 1 Sy } 17 
MmiIagnt pe artended with ce lays on account of theit 


neceflary forms and ney abfence of feveral Patrician 
Magifiraies ; an expedient, like the former ufed by 


J. Cesar, was found out of creating bya Jpecial 
lew two extraordinary Proconfuls for the purpofe of 
holding the Con/fular cle€tion: This, as the Hifto- 
rian exprefsly relates, being more Cah admitted than 
uls to be made by a Pretor [4]. 
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We have now faid enough to explain every 
thing contained in Cicero’s genuine Letters, and to 
fhew, that what is contained in the /purious ones, 
relating to this affair, is abfolutely inexplicable, or 
rather manifeftly falfe. We find in faé, fays the 
Vindicator, that an election of Preetors was going to 
be made, and that Cicero expedited it to be made very 
fpeedily ; and for that reafon admonifbed his friend 
Furnius Zo come to Rome direétly, left he fhould be too 
late to appear as a Candidate for the Preetorfhip [c]. 
And we jind in fat too, that an eleétion of Confuls 
was going to be made, and that D. Brutus and L. 
Plancus expected to be elected into the vacant 
places of Panfa and Hirtius {d]; not to repeat the 
mention of the Pompezan Candidates for the Conful- 
fhip, or of the comitial negotiation between Offa- 
vius and Cicerohimfelf. Again; It is certain, fays 
he, that there was no other Magiftrate in the city, 
who could prefide in the election of Preetors, but the 
Pretor. But what then? Was there no refource 
in the conftitution, which could fupply another Ma- 
giftrate for prefiding in thai eletétion? Yes, in the 
vacancy of the Confulfbip, there was a regular devo- 
lution of the comitzal Aufpices to the collective body 
of the Patrician Senators, who might declare an 
Interrex to prefide in the Confular ele&ion ; and the 
Confuls would be eafily admitted to prefide in the e- 
lection of Pretors, and to afford a plentiful fupply 
of Pretors, Priefis, and inferior Magiftrates. Here 
then, though the fact afferted in the /purious Let- 


[¢] Mid. Ep. of Cic. p. 141. Ee Epes Pamiuxie 9, 400,X, 
not.3. Ep. Fam.x. 25. 21. 
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ficult conception, viz. that Cicero, note 
his great jiruggle, got the elections 
atiually pofiponed to the following year; when there 
had not been any affembly of the Patrician Senators : 
yet Cicero, as he relates in his genuine Letters, 
might be ufing bis continual efforts to protraéf the e- 
lections: and that for very good reafons regarding 
the public fervice, which would not well admit, that 
the abfent members of the Patrician body, who 
generally commanded in the wars, fhould be igs 


ed to affemble at Rome for the bufinefs of ele&tions 


~—— that Competitors of all forts fhould, like the 
real Furnius or the imaginary Antiftius, young Ci- 
CET 0, kil ulus, ES oe rer fert Ing the fercfists n igiovdias 


to profecute their refpective fuits there ; or that 
| 1¢ Republic fhould be broken te 
pieces by the emulation or difappointment of the 
three powerful part les, NOW engaged in competition 
for the Con/ul/pip, of vehi ga 5, of D. Brutus and 
| ) peians in the aly 
Firewce likewife the /u/petted Cicero’s doétrine, 
which puzzled Mautius and therefore every body 
appears to be demonftrably falfe, wiz, ** That 
“* there could be no devolution of the Aufpices, for 
the Pox iical and Pretorian ele- 
C7 
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66 as even one Patrician Magiftrate continued in the 
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forefces a long delay of the elections; but finding 

J J 5 cS 
el Nunc per aufpi cia Jlon- ‘£* lonoas there is ave Patrician 
Boe ] > = o ’ rar 

eam moram video. Dumenim “ Magiffrate remaining, the 

© : ae OY, 5 
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au{picia ad patres redire non “ Fathers.” Aid. Ep. of Cze, 

poffunt, Ep.ac Brut.i.5. As p.67. See p.69 not. 1o. 
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the true Cicero endeavouring all he could ¢o protract 
them zo the January following, he muft needs con- 
tradiGi in one Letter what he affirms in another, and 
engage his Cicero in the greate/t flruggle to make 
them poftponed, by fome imaginary aé?, to the fol- 
lowing year, at which time he thought his fi7zzzous 
impediment would be removed by the expiration 
of the Patrician Magiftracies, But that there was 
a devolution of the Aufpices, whence an Interre- 
gnum might take place, by the expiration of the 
Confular ™M lagiftracy only ; is evident from the cafe 
of Fulius Cefar, which happened before the dazly 
fubverfion of the laws during Ceelar’s reign; and 
from the cafe of Ofavius in this very year, when 
an Interregnum did not in fac? take place becaufe 
feveral of the Patrician Magiftrates were fiill in be- 
ing, but abfent from the city. The fame is farther 
evident from the ature of the thing; for, if ‘* the 
<< Aufpices could not return to the Fathers as long 
‘© asthere was one Patrician Magiftrate remaining ;”’ 
there could hardly ever have been an Interregnum 
in the whole courfe of the Roman Republic. For 
originally the two Cenfors were Patrician Magi- 
firates, whole office was quinquennial at its firft 
inftitution, A. U. 310 [f]. It was indeed reduced 
to the duration of eighteen months by the #milian 
law, but became again guiuquennial about a century 
afterwards [zg] 5 an .d ever continued to be generally 
adminiftered by ove of the Patrician order. The 
Vindicator therefore is here likewife very much mif- 
taken in his account, when he makes the fum of what 

Lf] Liv.21.-4..¢7 8:24. ro wkow Kpove emt T psig Lares. 

[2 g] Liv. ib. €. 24. l.gi¢.33, Zonar. Ann, 1. 7..¢,19, Cic. 
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I objected, concerning the elettions into the Priefthoods 
and the Preetorthips, amount only to this; that 1 do 
not know how to reconcile it to the cuftoms and con- 
fritution of Rome [h]. For I farther kvow, that it 
is utterly irreconcilable to the cuftoms and conftitu- 
tion of Kome, with which, however, the fufpicious 
Author of the Letters appears to have been more per- 
Secily acquainted, in regard to the Pretor’s power of 
making elections, than both his Latin and his En- 
glifb reconcilers. 

I will prefume here again to lay open the foun- 
tain, from which he imbibed his erroneous princi- 
ple ‘* of the impoffibility of an Zeterregnum as long 
** as one Patrician Magiftrate continued in the 
*¢ State.”’ He was probably mifled by the primi- 
tive language of the Hiftorians, who fometimes tell 
us, ** that the Patrician Senators affembled in a bo- 
*“* dy to declare an Jnterrex, there being no Curule 
** or Patrician Magiftrate in the Republic [i).” 
This language in its original application was literal- 
ly exact. But after the inftitution of the Curule 
Magiftracy of the Cenfors [k], when an Interregnum 
is faid to have taken place ‘* by there being no Cu- 
“< rule or Patrician Magiftrate in the Republic ;”? 
nothing more is meant, than that there was a defi- 
ciency of Confular Magiftrates [1]. After the later 
inftitution of the Pretors and Curule Afdiles [m], the 
Confuls {till continued to be the only Magiftrates, 
the vacancy of whofe office, or their neceflary ab- 


tence from the city, was of any account in affording 


[4] Mid. Pref. Diff. p.105. o.7. v.c. 43. 

(7] Patricii, cum fixe curuli [4] Ib. L4.ec 8. 
magifiratu Refp. effet, coiere et (/} Ib. c. 43. 
Interregem creavere. Liy. 1.4. [mm] Ibpiet em 


between Cr1cERO and M. BRUT US, 334 


the occafion of having recourfe to an Interregnum, 
For as the Confular power of making elections was 
fufficient for the fupply of all the inferior Magi- 
ftrates, fo it could not otherwife be fupplied itfelf 


than from one or other of thofe great refources of 


the conftitution, an Interrex or a Diéfator [n]. Ma- 
nutius rightly obferves, that there could be no Di- 
Gator in the prefent year, upon the death of the 
Confuls, becaufe the very name of Diéfator had 
been utterly extirpated out of the Republic by a 
fpecial law [0]; and he muft have judged in the 
fame manner concerning the Pretor’s proceeding to 
the elections of Confuls and Pretors ; if the Sophitt 
had not falfly taught him, ‘“ that there could not 
‘“* bean Juterregnum as long as one Patrician Magi- 
¢* ftrate continued in the State.” 

XXXI. Tue /ufpeéted Cicero advances a Pofi- 
tion and a Fact, which are fal/e in themfelves and 
irreconcilable ta each other: for he had forefeen 
the impoffibility of the elections being held the pre- 
fent year, becaufe there could be no Juterreguum ; 
and yet afterwards got them put off by the greatett 
{truggle to the following year. The conciliatory 
expedient of the Pretor’s making the elections in 
the mean time was not thought of by himfelf, was 
judged moft bafe, manifeftly illegal, and utterly un- 
precedented by the true Cicero, durft not be at- 
tempted formerly by 7. Cefar, in his private exi 


e 
gency, nor by the Senate this very year, in Ofa- 


[x] Liv B22. 6429 745 M. Antonius confal fanditus 
fo] Non enim quo tempore jame Rep. fuftoliffet. Manut. 
Panfa perit, creari Dictatorem im Ep. ad Brut. i. ¢. Phil.i. 1. 
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vius’s and the public exigency. The Faé was igno- 
rantly imitated from the familiar Epiftles, where 
the ¢rue Cicero is ufing all bis endeavours to put off 
the elections; and the contradictory Pofition was 
inadvertently drawn from the language of the Hi- 
ftorians, who fometimes tell us, “* that an Jwter- 


“* regnum enfued upon their being no Patrician, 
*¢ 1, e. no Cox/ular Maeiftrate in th é State,” ~But 
that there might be an Be terregnum while fome of 


a wy, vg 1 Ades 
the Patrician Magiftrates were in ve is evident 


becaufe an [nterregnum un not take place, in the 
prefent year, through the abfence of many Patrician 
Magiftrates ; and becaufe an Interregnum would 
have taken place, in a former year, upon the ex- 
piration of the Con/ular Magiftracy only. The 
fame is farther evident, Hecate otherwife an Juter- 


rernum would rae ever have taken place at all; 
ro) 


the Patrician Magiltracy of the Cenforfhip being 
for the moft part qui mguennial, nor ever of fhorter 
duration than e/ghteen months. As therefore, in 
the vacancy of the Confulfhip only, an Jnterrex 
might be created to perform the Confular, Preto- 
rian and Pontifical elections in a conftitutional way ; 
fo the expedéiation of the elections, the true Cicero’s 
endeavouring to put them off, for prudential con- 
fiderations regarding the public fervice, and every 
thing faid or fuppofed in the familiar Epiftles ad- 

mit an eafy explanati on. 
wy foregoing article may afford a fpecimen of 
the Vindicator’s polemic fkill, in /paring himfelf 
the trouble of repeating hake is objected concerning 
the eleftions into the Priefthoods and the Preetor- 
fhips; jiuce it appears, {ays he, to have nothing 
folid 


fata, 
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folidin it [p|. Cicero again, as might be expected 
from his fufpicious character, touches a little af- 
fair in feveral of his Letters, that his Son fhould 
come from Brutus to Rome to be elected a Minor 
Prieft [7]. This, I fay, might be expected from 
the little ideas of one, who could find no better 
correfpondence for thefe two great men, placed at 
the head of the moft important and critical affairs, 
in which a mortal could be engaged, and on which 
the fate of Rome depended [r]. When Brutus in- 
deed fent his firft public Letter, Cicero was fo full 
of the greater affairs, that be bad fcarce leifure to 
take notice of what was faid about his Son; but 
juft touches 1t however in two of bis Letters [5]. 
But now the /ittle affair ot the Priefthood mutt be 
touched in /everal Letters, and fo mean an am- 
bition muft bring his Son from Brutus, who had 
given him the command of his Horfe, and employed 
him in feveral commiffions of great truft and im- 
portance, in all which the young man behaved with 
great benefit to the public fervice [t]. Our Cicero 
however, who was copying the cale of Furnius, men- 
tioned in the familiar Epiftles; was fo blind at the 
fame time as not to fee, that the original Cicero 
moft feverely chaftifes Furnius for entertaining the 
very thought of deferting his zmportant commiffion, 
through the fordid profpect of a paultry Pretor- 
foip [wu]. But the (ttle incident of the Priefthood 


[p] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. tos. [u] Te adipifcendi magiffra- 
[9] Lite of Cic. v. it. p.443. tus leviffimé et divukatifimi— 


iv] Pref. Diff. p. ror. praepropera feftinatio abducet a 
[s] Life of Crc. v.il. p.372. tantis laudibus, quibus te omnes 
Ep. ad Brut. ii. 6, 7. in coelum jure et vere ferunt ? 


(¢] Life of Czc. v.ii. p.371. Ep. Fam. x. 26. 
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was of more importance to the Copyift than ap- 
ft view; for it afforded him the hap- 
py occafion of defcanting on the Roman antiquities, 
in order perhaps to fome practical application. In 
the firft place, he holds a learned argument to Bra- 
us, who was himfelf an experie Bn ceed pleader at 
the Bar, on 
point in the civil Law, wiz. Whether the ab- 
“¢ fence of the Candidate did not render him in- 
le of UeIne elected Minor Prieft [x]?” 
And, in the fecond place, he obferves upon the 
forefeen it aaa ity of the elections, for the want 
of a devolution of the Aufpices; ‘* That while the 
was living, he thought, the matter 


— 


pears at the fit 
f 


the arduous and Pi Sses's o undecided 


te Conful Panfa \ 
<¢ might be rdtihe to a more {peedy ifiue ; for 
‘© Panfa could immediately fubftitute a Collegue 
for himfelf, and the Pontifical elections would 
<< of courfe come on before the Pretorian ones 
[y].” 

As to the knotty point of Law; can it well be 
imagined, that any doubt . thould fubfift between the 
real Cicero and Brutus concerning a right, which 
fo nearly affected the whole conftitution as the ele- 
étions of Priefis, and which by the nature of the 
thing muft neceffarily have been the matter of al- 
moit continual practice? But let us hear the ar- 


ee 


[x] Exiftimo omnino abfen-  liceret, ulla lex fanxit. Ep. ad 
tium rationem facerdotum co- Brut. i. 5. 
mitiis poffe haberi. Nam e- [y] Oraiana Danie ano a 
tiam faétum eft antea. C. enim leriora omnia putabamus. Sta- 
Marius, cum in Cappadocia ef- tim enim collegam fibi fubro- 
fet, lege Domitia fa€tus eft au-  gaffet : deinde ante Praetor ia fa- 
gur: nec, quo minus id poltea cerdotum comitia fuiffent. Ibid. 


gument. 


date’s abfence is no incapacity by any means ; 
** and of this there is a precedent. For C. Marius, 
** when he was in Cappadocia, was eleéted Augur 
** by Domitius’s law ; nor has there any law fince 
** been enacted to the contrary.» Now I mention- 
ed him a precedent, not quite fo far fetched and pre- 
cifely adapted to his purpofe ; whereas is precedent 
is abfolutely foreign to it. $F. Cefar, when he 
might be about young Cicero’s age, was actually ele- 
Ccted Minor Prieft in his abfence [z]: but fhould 
we allow the facts of Marius’s being elected Augur 
in his abfence, and of no law’s being enacted to the 
contrary fince Marius’s time ; yet Manutius proves 
by a decifive inftance, that there was praéfice to the 
contrary, with regard to the Augurate [a]; and 
this prac#ice was founded on the neceffities of State, 
which required a general refidence of the Augurs, 
for the fanction of comitial proceedings and other 
city-bufineffes of any importance ; and for the fre- 
quent and ftated affemblies of the Augural College 
[2]. Our Cicero goes on; “* There is likewife a 
“* claufe in the Fulian law, the law of the lateft date 
** concerning the Priefthoods, gui petit, cujufve rae 
‘¢ t10 habebitur 3 whence it is plain,” fays he, 
“© that an abjent perfon may be elected, even though 


[z] Abfens Pontifex faétus quit Cicero, Nepos proficifcitur, 
erat inCottae Confularis locum. cuinam auguratus deferatur. Ni- 
Paterc. 1. 2. c.43. Vid. Lipfii mirum fignificat Nepotis abfen- 

ot. So Brutus fays concerning tis rationem haberi comitiis au- 
Bibulus ; \n Panfae locum pe- gurum non poffe. Manut. in Ep. 
tere conftituit. Ep. Brut.i.7. ad Brut. i. 5. Ep. ad Att. ii. 5. 
hs \ {wetnd ame F Js) Del bn ar i) ad 

{2} Confuetudo tamen non (0) De Leg. un.12. Ep.a 
ferebat. Itaque, Quoniam, in- Att. xiii. 42. Lael. c, 2. 

jue, <2 ) 


€<¢ he 
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99 


“ heis mot prefent(c]. Here Irequired an antient 
teftimony of fo much as the being of any Futian law 
scerning the Priefiboods, One would rather ima- 
gine, that the claufe was fugeefted to the Sophift 
by the known hiftory of 7. Cz/ar ’s {truggle to be 

chofen Conful in bis abfence, as C. Marius had been 
aGtually chofen Conful before him [d]. The Julian 
law, however, moft certai inly was wot the law of the 
late/t date concet ‘ning the Priefthoods ; for M4. Anto- 
his Gani reftored ahs right of ele- 


NY 5 in we P» 
étions from the people to the Colleges of the Priefts 
(e]; and, in this very year, we Gnd the right of e- 


lection reverted to the people [ f ]. 
Secondly, THE Sophitt feems to make a flight 
f his Profeffion in telling us, ‘* hat the 


sof laltane sa Ize a ae : * 
&¢ Pontijicar elections W ould of courie Come on be- 


Cc 1 1 Rear a i Seth 29 A, Ep ds ‘ 
“¢ fore the Pretorian ones. Manutius here lik 
. 1 fa Re 1 Fo eee ee eee 
wife rightly obferves, that i. Pgh elections 
1° 1 
were not annual, like the elections of the Magz- 


firates, but accafionally Des when there hap- 

be a vacancy in any of the Colleges [g]. 
Again, Cicero and his correfpondent Brutus hold 
efence of both the Confuls to be neceflary for 
efs of the elections [4]; whereas it appears 


5 ae ent 

fc} Eft etiam in lege Julia, ums Phil. xiti. 5. Appian. De 
st ae BES 

quae lex eft de facerdotiis pro bell. reid p ey 

xima, his verbis, guz petit, cu- { g] Sac ‘erdotum comitia non, 

ss . . A “té = 

jufve ratio habebitur. Aperte ut Ma agiitratuum, Guatate VIS 5 

rationem baberi {fed cum fubrogandus aliquis ef- 


indicat, poffe 
> ry } Art te 
etiam on praefentis. Ep. ad fet in demortui locum, habe 


Brut. io. bantur. Manut. in Ep. ad Brut. 

[d] Plut. in C, Mar. p. 412. he | 
[e] Dion. Hift. Rom. p. 209. rh Omnino Panfa vivo ce- 
riora omnia putabamus. Sta- 


(f] Utram igitur augurem 
| emma populus Romanus yer atius 
fanciet, Pompeium an Antonti- 


ie enim collegam fibi fubro- 
affet. Ep, ad Brat.1. §.—— 


aie) ot i 


from 
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from numerous inftances, that this province was u- 
fually determined to one of the Confuls, either by 
lot, or confent, or the neceflary abfence of the o- 
ther [7]; and only ove Magiftrate, in like manner, 
did ufually prefide in the elections of the inferior 
Magiftrates {k|. 

XXX. Tue converfation carried on through fo 
many of thefe Letters concerning the “ttle affair 
of Priefthoods and the ritual of Roman elections is 
unnatural, and unfuitable to the character and cir- 
cumftance of the true Cicero and Brutus; who could 
not entertain the leaft doubt concerning the points 
in debate, and were now placed at the head of the 
moft important and critical affairs: nor could the 
true Cicero confiftently with himfelf require his Son 
to leave the purfuit of glory and the fervice of the 
Public, in fuch a neceffary time, through the low 
ambition of fuing for one of the Minor Priefthoods : 
much lefs could he give fo ttifling and exceptionable 
an account of the elections into the Prie/fhoods and 
Pretorfoips. 

Bur as all this multitude of Brutus’s Suitors for 
the vacant dignities feems to have been fupplied 
from the cafe of Furnius, which is related in the 
familiar Epiftles ; fo I offered a conjecture, ‘* that 
“* the hint of young Cicero’s fuit for the Prie/tbood 
** might be taken from ppian’s relation of his 
Nifi Praetorum comitia habi- avocare poteft. Practor — po- 


turi effent Con/ules. Ep. Brat. teft nifi a Confule. Qui €o- 
i rum [minorum magiftratuum | 


ae 
(z] Liv. 1.24. c.10. 1.32. primus vocat ad comitiatum, 1s 
i aD EE yo reCie agit, Gell. Nott. Att. 
[4] Conful ab ornnibus ma- xiii, 14. 
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«© being actually made a Prieff by Auguftus many 
“¢ years afterwards [{/].’’ The Vindicator declares 
it to be my conflant method of criticifing ; if I fee 
any thing in the Letters, which | know not how to 
reconcile toHiftory, the true Cicero, or the cuftoms 
of Rome, to condemn them prefently as fpurious , if 
I find them to agree exactly with them all, then to 
alarm him with the fubtle imitation of the Sopbift 
[m]. My conftant method of oriticifing appears to 
be; if I fee any thing in the Letters, which I 
know to be manifeftly contradiéted by certain Hiftory 
and the ¢rue Cicero, or ab/olutely irreconcilable to 
the cuftoms of Rome; to condemn them as /pu- 
rious: and if I find them to /wppofe or rather di- 
rectly relate any particular facts or mere contin- 
gencies, which did not really happen till a confider- 
able time after the Letters pretend to make the 
relation; then to look upon them as plainly pro- 
phetic, and therefore /purious fll. And is not 
this the very misfortune, to which every fophiftic 
enterprize in the Azftorical way muft necefflarily be 
expofed ; where the Adventurer will not be a mere 
Compiler of the original Hiftorians, who treat of 
the fame times? For either like the Author of the 
Letters, he muft invent feveral facis not touched 
upon by any other writer [nm], or he muft pervert 
the circumftances and confound the times of the 
great variety of faéis, which he imitates from other 
writers. But futurity is the moft imexhaufted 


(4] Appian. De bell. civ. p. (m] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 106. 
619. Epift. ad C. Middlet |7] Ib. p. 118. 
Pe 245: 
fund 
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fund of probable fiction and ingenious conjecture ; 
and on thefe as well as many other accounts a ten- 
dency to prophecy is the natural and inherent infir- 
mity of the fophiftic charaéter. And can the Vin- 
dicator find any thing in Hi/fory or the true Cicero, 
concerning young Czcero’s Candidatefhip for the 
Priefthood, at this very time in which the Letters 
place Cicero’s follicitous care and learned difquifi- 
tion about its /egality 2 Or can he find any other 
agreement between them than what might be ex- 
pected between a fact foretold and the fame fact re- 
lated? He proceeds to afk ; Were not all the Ro- 
man Nobles just as follicttous as Cicero is faid to be 
here, to get their fons eletied Priefts? If there was 
no fuch practice in Rome, that might be a rea- 
fonable objection to thefe Letters, which make fo 
much mention of it [0]. By his own confeffion 
then fo much mention made of it in thefe Letters 
muft remain a reafonable objection to them till he 
can fhew, that all the Roman Nobles were at this 
time jutt as follicitous as Cicero is faid to be, to 
get their fons elected Prieffs. If there was no fuch 
practice at this very time, it isthe fame for my ar- 
gument as if there was no fuch pradtice z2 Rome. 
I expect then a better proof, than the /everal va- 
cancies of the Priefthoods [p], of what all the 


[o] Mid. Pref. Diff p. 106. ding, that the Pontifical ele- 
[p] Ib. Ep. of Cic. p.69. ions would havea /peedy iflue ; 


not. 6. That the (Sey Ua- 
cancies could not be occafioned 
by the battle of Modena, feems 
evident from C7cero’s intimating 
an opinion, which he enter- 
tained avhile Panfa was fill 


Omnino Pan/a vivo celeriora 
omnia putabamus. Ep. ad Brut. 
1.5. Now the fame Cicero 
writes of Panfa’s death the fe- 
cond day after the news of the 
frft victory, which was obtain- 
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Nobles aéted at this particular time, and full con- 
tinue to think, 

XXXIII, That Cicero took from a fact im fu- 
turity the hint of writing concerning young Cicero's 
Pricftbood ; the true Cicero, in his familiar Epiftles, 
and antient Hiftory, as far as yet appears, being ab- 
folutely filent about the Pontifical competitions and 
elections of this period; notwithftanding the many 
vacancies of the Priefthoods, which yet are rather 
fuppofed, in order to account for the frequent men- 
tion made of them in the Letters, than proved from 
any proper hiftorical teftimonies. 

‘¢ From the number and variety of /uguries in 
<< thefe Letters, that is, either formal predictzons 
anticipations of things which really 
«¢ happened ;”” I took occafion to intimate my 
fufpicion, ‘* that, in the one cale, the events 
‘¢ did not follow the predictions, but the predi- 
‘¢ €ions were forged upon the events; and, in the 
not precede the date of 


ce + a0 1 a 
or narrative 


‘© other, the events did 


not z. Whence Brutus feems 
to have miftaken the nomination 


ed before Modena, had arrived 
at Rome. Ep. 3. Indeed Bra- 


tus recommends young Bibulus 
to fucceed Pan/a in one of the 
Minor Priefthoods, and detires 
Cicero, who was an Augur, to 
nominate him for that purpofe. 
In Panfae locum petere coniti- 
tuit. Eam xominatiouem a te 
petimus. Ep.7. Dr. M. right- 
ly obferves, that the Priefts, of 
the feveral orders, *‘ were cho- 
‘© fen upon the xomination of 
‘© one or two of the Prieftly 
“© College, and inaugurated in- 
“© to their office by one of the 
y Ep. of Cie. p. 80. 


A 9? 
§ AUgUrs. 


for the inauguration of Bibulus 
into his Minor Prie/thood. Had 
this Youth been pretending to 
the auguft dignity of the 4z- 
gurate, Brutus might with fome 
propriety defire a nomination 
from Cicero. Reliqua popu- 
lus R. perfequetur : in pri- 
mis paternum azguratus locum, 
in quem ego eum [Pompeium, 
Pompeii F.] ut, quod a patre 
accepi, filio reddam, mea o- 
minatione cooptabo. Phil. xiii. 


66 the 
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<< the relations, but the relations were forged upon 
<< the events, which were aéfually in futurity at 
‘< the time when they are related to have already 
<< happened [q].’? With regard to the predictions 5 
the Vindicator fmartly obferves, that zt sever feems 
to enter into my head, that Cicero could know any 
thing more of affairs than myfelf, or be able to fore- 
tell, what 1 foould never have dreamt of ; whereas 
Nepos has left this teftimony with regard to the pre- 
fages of his Letters; ** that bis wifdom might be 
<< looked upon as a kind of divination ; {ince he 
“¢ foretold things in futurity, not fuch only as hap- 
‘© pened whilft he himfelf was ftill living, but de- 
“© clared as a Prophet what came even into com- 
‘¢ mon ufe and practice after his death: Thus, 
he concludes, what thofe Antients, who knew Cicero 
perfonally, have delivered as the diftinguifbing cha- 
vatter of bis Letters, 1 confider every where as the 
very proof and criterion of their forgery [r]. 
Now it entered into my head to alledge this very 
teftimony of Nepos with regard to the pre/ages of 
Cicero’s Letters, together with two ample teftimo- 
nies of Cicero himfelf concerning his own divining 


faculty [s}. But what? Did either Nepos or Czcero 


[7] Ep. ad C. Middlet. p. tia fuftentor, cum cogito me 
194, 226, 43, 50. de Republica—certe nunquam 
[r] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 107, nifi divine cogitaffe. Ep. ad 
8. Ut facile exiftimari poffit, Att. x. 4. Cui quidem, dz- 


prudentiam quodammodo effe 
divinationem. Non enim Ci- 
cero ea folum, quae vivo fe ac- 
ciderunt, futura praedixit, fed 
etiam quae nunc ufu veniunt, 
cecinit ut vates. Nep. in vit. 
Att. 

[+] Praeclara igitur con{cien- 


vinationi hoc plus confidimus, 
quod ea nos nihil in his tam 
obfcuris rebus tamque pertur- 
batis unquam omnino fefellic, 
Dicerem quae ante futura di- 
xiffem, ni vererer, ne ex eventis 
fingere viderer. Fam. vi. 6. 


Ep. ad C. Middlet. p. 3, 4- 
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look upon this divination as the fupernatural attri- 
bute of Cicero’s augural character? Or does not 
Nepos plainly draw the conclufion from Cicero’s 
foretelling the feveral converfions of the Roman Re- 
public, ‘* that political prudence might be looked 
“¢ upon as a kind of divination [t]?? In like man- 
ner we find Cicero himfelf refolving the continual 
fuccefs of his conjeéfural effays into his ftudy of 
found fyftems of politics, his good underftanding 
and various experience of affairs [v]. A divination 
founded on the general maxims of civil prudence, 
and a judicious obfervation of a long feries of 
events, could not extend to the aétions of private 
perfons, particular contingencies or the cafualties 
of war; though it might prognofticate the revolu- 
tions of ftates, the refults of public meafures, or 
the natural effects of national morals and prevailing 
corruptions. Cicero therefore might, with fome 
_ probability, predict, that ¥. Cz/ar’s power, which 
was obtained by violence and fupported by tyranny, 
would not fuftain itfelf for any confiderable time ; 
though it actually did fuftain itfelf far beyond the 


[¢] Sic enim omnia de ftudiis 
principum, vitiis ducum, ac 
mutationibus Reip. perfcripta 
funt, ut nihil in his non appa- 
reat, et facile exiftimari poffit, 
prudentiam quodammodo effe 
divinationem. Nep. ibid. 

[uw] Ne nos quidem noftra 
divinatio fallet, quam cum {a- 
pientifimorum virorum monu- 
mentis atque praeceptis, pluri- 
Moque, ut tu fcis, doétrinae 
fludio, tum magno etiam ufu 


traétandae Reip. magnaque no- 
ftrorum temporum  varietate 
confecuti fumus. Ep. Fam. vi. 
6. Nihil me exiftimaris, ne- 
que ufu, neque a Theophrafto 
didiciffe, nifi brevi tempore de- 
fiderari noftra illa tempora vi- 
deris. Ad Att. ii.9. Auguria 
quoque me incitant quadam fpe 
non dubia, non haec collegi¢ 
noftri,———fed illa Platonis de 
tyrannis. x. 8, 


limits 
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limits which Cicero prefcribed to it [¥]: yet I will 
{till maintain againft the utmoft efforts of his Bio- 
grapher, that, before the event of Cefar’s murder, 
Cicero bad not the lealt expectation of fuch an at- 
tempt, and from what quarter it would come [y}. 
He might with fome certainty forefee, that the Re- 
public would be quite ruined in fourteen years time 
[z]s but he did not in fact, nor poffibly could 
forefee, that Lepidus would unite himfelf with 4y- 
tony; or that Paullus, who in the mean time was 
to be aéting a contrary part, would decree Lepidus 
an enemy ; the one, /x weeks, and the other, near 
three months before thofe events happened [a}. I 
look not on this doubty and oracular fentiment as 
an inftance of prophecy, in the fu/pected Letters ; 
«¢ If we are fond of being merciful, there will be 
* no end of civil wars [2]; but, ‘<* I could wihh, 
‘© that my Son were made a Prieft [c] ;”” when young 
Cicero was to be made a Prieft many years after: Or, 
«© Tadvife C. Antony to be kept in cuftody till we 
“© know the fate of D. Brutus [d];” when Antony 
was to fall a facrifice to the Manes of D. Brutus 
feveral months after. In fhort, what thofe Antients, 


(x] Corruat ifte neceffe eft, —nunquam nifi divine cogi- 
aut per adverfarios, aut ipfe  tafle, eaque ipfa tem peftate ever- 
per fe, qui quidem fibi eft ad- fam effe Rempublicam, quam 
verfarius unus acerrimus.——~  ipfe xiv annisante profpexerim. 
Jam intelliges id regnum vix Ep. ad Att. x. 4. 


Jemeftre effe pofle. Ep. ad Att. [a] Ep. ad Brut. il. 2. 
aioe [4] Quod fi clementes effe 


[y] Life of Cic. v.ii. p. 245. volumus, nunquam deerunt 
Epilt. ad C. Middlet. p. 20, bella civilia. Ep, ad Brut. i. z. 
I, 2. fe) dba 

[z] Cogito me de Republica (d] Ib. ii. 4. 
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who knew Cicero perfonally, have delivered as his 
diftinguifbing charatter, both they and Cicero him- 
felf have delivered as the diftinguifhing charaéter 
of Atticus [ce], ai commenced a political Prophet 
without the dweciible charaéer of the Augurate [ f}, 
and foretold shins in futurity, which not only 
happened in his life-time, but produced obvious 
cenfequences of a durable exiftence many ages after 
his death [ ¢]. 

Bur if the prefages of Cicero’s genuine Letters 
were their diftinguifbing charatter ; to complete the 
parallel between the genuine and /ufpeited Letters, 
we muft fhew, that the fame Jpiris of prophecy 
Was Citi he ‘ed from Cicero to his apna cor- 

ei ondents that difcovers itflf in Brutus; and 
therefore in greater plenitude than it was ported 


1c 


even by Crcere himfelf, For Brutus, bemg far re- 
l from the maia ene of action, has { freq uent 
Opportunities of fu/pedting what seas: takes to 
umfelf the inferior honour of 7 “ng and even 
f the reiterate i prediction of 

Crcero’s own death, ae 21 we might account for 
eca 

ret 


|e ee 1 Pe 
in the WHpie articke O 


bia ih 
becaufe he was 
t Brutus is 


Cicero's uttering it once or twice ; 
now in bis fixty-fourth year [Bb]: ¥ 


fe] In quo fi tantum eum audeant dicere, tune contra Cae- 
{ : ’ 


prudentém dicam, minus quam faris nutum ? Ip. ad Att. xiv, 
debeam, praedicem, cum ille fo. 

potius divinus fuerit. Nep. in [4] Mihi quidem quantulum 
wit. Att. Ep. ad Att. x. 8, 2 reliqui eft ? Ep. ad Bret. i. ro. 
3x. 18. h fihi quidem aetas acta ferme 


[7] Life of Cic.v.i p. 529. eft. Ep. 2.— quae quidem 

[gz] Meminiftine is ‘clamare, me— internuntio ad illos [mor- 
caufam periifle, fi funere elatus tuos] celeriter deferentur. Ep. 
effet? At ille étiam in foro ad O&av. Miz. Ep. of Cie. p. 
Ba Jaudatufque mife- 93. not. 8, 

abiliter.--Quae deinde? Ut 


more 
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more laudably circumffantial in predicting, that it 
would not be a zatural death, but an inffant one, 
and even after his great enemy Antony was quite 
fubdued [i]. Brutus is follicitous concerning Por- 
cia’s health about the time that Czcero is writing a 
confolation on her death [k]. Brutus, the very 
day after Lepidus was actually adjudged an enemy, 
begins to fu/pec?, that he may defert the Republic, 
and offers a conditional, but unmanly, fupplica- 
tion in behalf of his own Nephews, Lepidus’s chil- 
dren [7]. Cicero, before the arrival of Brutus’s 
exprefs, apologizes for his /everity with regard to 
Lepidus’s children, under an apprebenjion of Brutus’s 
being diffatishied with fo weceffary a meafure ; and 
had written to him concerning Lepidus’s levity, in- 
conftancy and perpetual difaffection near three months 
before Brutus intimated the leaft fufpicion about 
him [m]. ‘* Cicero had decreed an Ovation to 
«© Offavius, which Brutus ageravates into a Tri- 
“< umpb;” Cicero in the mean time declares his 


[7] Tu quidem Confularis et 
tantorum [ Antonii} fcelerum 
vindex ; quibus oppreffis vereor, 
ne in dreve tempus dilata fit 
abs te pernicies. Ep. Brut. 1. 
10. 

[4] Ep. Brut.i. 17. Ep. ad 
Brut. g. 

[7] De M. Lepido wereri 
me cogit reliquorum timor: 
qui fi eripuerit fe nobis, 
Oro atque obfecro te, foro- 
ris meae liberos oblivifcaris effe 
Lepidi filios. Ep. Brut. i. 13. 


Ep. Fam. xu.10. Lepidus, who 
had united himfelf with Antony 
May 29, was adjudged an ene- 


my on the Jaf of Fune; and 
confequently he had deferted 
the Republic more than a month 
before Brutus had heard of it; 
which Suppofition, confidering 
the quick paflage of Leiters be- 
tween thefe two correfpondents; 
is utterly incredible. See Mid. 
Prete p.-8 5, 

[#] Unum _ reprehendebas, 
quod in honoribus decérnendis 
effem nimius et tanquam pro- 
digus. Tu hoc; alius fortaffe, 
quod in animadverfione poena- 
que durior: nifi fortafe utrum- 
que ta, Ep. ad Brut. 1.15. ii. 2. 


fufpicion, 
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fufpicion, that Brutus would not approve of his de- 
creeing an Ovation to Offavius [un]. Brutus again 
fufpecis that Panfa would not fend him any of his 
recruits, which Cicero regularly relates 5 forefees 
that the Confuls would not hold the eleétions at the 
regular time, which, Cicero tells him, will be at- 
tended with Jong delay; and recommends Bidulus 
for Cicero’s nomination into one of the Prieft- 
hoods at the time that Cicero is recommending his 
Son to be coopted into Brutus’s pontifical . College 
[ 0}. 

Tue Vindicator oratorially fuperfedes the men- 
tion of thefe and fuch-like coincidencies between the 
augury and the event by a pithy interrogatory and 
a fage reply ; But what after all are thefe frequent 
auguries, fays he, which give fo much offence ? 
Why, after the battle of Modena and the death of 
the two Confuls, Cicero begins to apprehend, that 
Octavius, who by that accident was become the ma- 
fler of all the veteran forces in\taly, would not be 
governed by him fo eafily as be had hitherto been: 
And Brutus alfo on his part, before he had heard of 
Octavius’s defign upon the Confulfhip, expreffes his 
fears, left he fhould take a refolution to feize upon it: 
apprehenfions fo obvious and natural, that they could 
hardly fail ef being entertained, in fome degree or 
other, by all men of fenfe[p]. ‘The truth of the 


{z] Immo ¢riuvmphus et fti- [o] Ep. Brut. ii. 5. Ep. ad 
pendium decernitur. Ep. Brut. Brut. 6.—Ep. Brut. i.11. Ep. 
1.17. Mid. in loc. Su/picoril- ad Brut. 5.—Ep. Brut. 7. Ep. 
lud minus tibi probari,—quod,ut ad Brut. 5. 
evanti introire Caefari liceret, (p] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 108. 
decreverim. Ep.ad Brut.15. Ep. ad Brut. i. 3. Ep. Brut. 4, 


cafe 
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cafe is; the apprehenfion of Od7avius’s refolution to 
feize the Con/ful/bip, immediately after the battle of 
Modena, could not be entertained by Brutus, nor 
in fat? was entertained by any man of fenfe, except 
by Cicero himfelf, who had long before fuggefted 
to him perhaps the very firft thought of that mea- 
fure. On the other hand, Oéfavius, who conduét- 
ed the remains of the veteran forces, after the 
battle of Mcedena and the death of the Confuls, 
was himfelf apprehenfive of being abandoned by 
Cicero and the Senate, who transferred the com- 
mand of thofe forces from him to D. Brutus: fo far 
were Cicero and the Senate from apprehending, that 
he would not be governed by them fo eafily as he had 
hitherto deen [q]. I did indeed contend at fetting out, 
that Ottavius, even before Brutus’s departure out of 
Italy, had given the firongeft reafons to apprehend 
every thing bad of him, and therefore the true Cicero 
and the Senate would undoubtedly continue to ap- 
prehend every thing bad of him after the battle of 
Modena, did they not think themfelves able to fet 
him at defiance, being eftablifhed in perfect fecu- 
rity by the event of Modena. But thefe appreben- 
fions of O€tavius, however obvious and natural 
upon the plan of ¢rue Hiftory, are abfolutely wz- 
natural and unaugural in the fu/pected corre{pond- 
ents, who had never entertained the leaft fufpicion 
of Offavius before the battle of Modena ; and the 
fudden eruption of jealoufies from both quarters, 


ad Italiae praefidium te- 


(7] The true Cicero, in an- 


fwer to D. Brutus’s Letter of nendo, valde tibi aflentior. Ep. 
May 15%, fays; De—Caefare Fam. x1. 14. 


derived 
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derived from the iffue of that~battle, before Offa- 
wius had the leaft fignified any change of difpo- 
fition, was the whole matter, that gave me fo much 
offence. After all, the Vindicator may hereafter 
fave himfelf the trouble of accounting for the many 
Auguries in thefe Letters from the extraordinary di- 
vination of both Cicero and Brutus; fince nu- 
merous facts have been fhewn to be formally re- 
lated as already done, which we find from authentic 
Hiftory and Czcero’s genuine Epiftles to have really 
happened after both the xumeral and intended date 
of the Letters, which relate them, 

XXXIV. The number of Auguries in thefe Let- 
ters cannot be refolved into the true Cicero’s di- 
ftinguifhing faculty of divination; fince this divi- 
nation, being founded on political prudence and 
practice, could not.extend to particular actions and 
cafual events: fince the Bru‘us of the Letters ts the 
more /agacious of the two with regard to things 
in futurity: fince one of them commonly conje- 
éfures what the other is relating about the fame 
time ; and both of them, immediately after the 
battle of Modena, firlt begin to exprefs their appre- 
benfions concerning O¢zavius, which is contrary to 
fact and impoffible on the plan of affairs laid down 
in the Letters: And, laftly, fince they both like- 
wife relate numerous events as having already hap- 
pened, which were aéiually in futurity at the certain 
and intended date of the Letters,. in which thofe re- 
lations are contained, 

THERE is one prediéfion fill remaining, but 
that indeed a manifold one and delivered with /iz- 
gular confidence ; which is the more meritorious, 
becaufe 


between CicERO and M, BRuTus, 349 


becaufe there was no foundation for it in the efta- 
blifhed fcience of political dugury. The particu- 
lar, to which this character moft properly belongs, 
is conceived in thefe words; ‘“* You will be un- 
«s done, Brutus, believe me, if you do not take 
<< care. For you will neither have the people al- 
<¢ ways the fame as now, nor the Senate, nor a 
‘ leader of the Senate, Take this as delivered to 
<< you from the Pythian Oracle. Nothing can be 
‘© more true [7]. The Vindicator makes a pre- 
tence of my taking great pains to prove, that the 
probability of danger to Brutus, and of a turn of af- 
fairs at Rome, could not be foretold at this time by 
the TRUE Cicero; and of my ¢hinking it incre- 
dible, that the TRUE Cicero could forefee the poff- 
bility of a change of their affairs 5 and, laftly, of 
my faying, that the TRUE Cicero could have no 
ground for fuch a prefage {s]. Hence he himfelt 
takes the occafion of proving, that there 1s nothing 
either ftrange or improbable in the predittion ,; {ince 
all this is declared by the TRUE Cicero, while their 
affairs feemed to be in a profperous frate: but, at 
length, he 1s afoamed to detain the Reader on [uch 
trifles, which are tbe fruits of fcholaftic futility, 
and betray a total ignorance of affairs and real life 
[7]. 


Ir is well, that he can be afpamed of any thing 


cae 


in the noble art of controverfial defence. But 


a 


oraculo Apollinis Pythii edita 
tibi puta. Nihil potelt efle ve- 
rius. Ep. ad Brut. 1. 2. 
[5] Mid. Pref. Diff p.110, 12. 
fel] Ib. p. 111, 12. 


[,] Opprimemini, (mihi cre- 
de) Brute, nifi provideritis. Ne- 
que enim populum femper eun- 
dem habebitis, neque Senatum, 
neque Senati ducem. Hlaec ex 
could 
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could the profpect of a fhort-liv’d victory over a 
mere Phantom of his own creation tempt him _ to 
depart fo far from the ingenuous /implicity of his 
clafical originals, and to mifreprefent without dif- 
eulfe what he could not with reafon, or even de- 
cency, contradiii? For I had declared, with as 
much per/picuity as he himfelf can in Latin; ** That 
¢¢ the TRUE Cicero, at the time when the Letter 
‘¢ pretends to be written, could have very good 
<< rounds for the prefage of danger to Brutus, and 
“© of a turn of affairs at Rome; but that the Fi- 
‘© eritious Cicero could not poffibly have any 
<< fuch grounds, confifiently with the fuppofition of 
“© affairs, which he himfelf lays down both in this 
<< and the reft of his fufpected Letters [u].” I will 
take the pains again to reprefent the plan of the 
Roman affairs, which 1s laid down in the Letters ; 
whence it will appear, that the probability of a 
change might be foretold by the TRuE; but could 
not poflibly be foretold by the ricritious Cicero. 


fuas primum fufcepit, Oétavi- 
anique voluntatem in Remp. 
prius habuit fufpetam, quam 
is Commutatae voluntatis indi- 
cium ullum ediderat. Ib. p. 


[wv] Haec vir egregius [Ma- 
nutius,}] fi veritatem quidem 
H:ftoriae {pectemus, fane pru- 
dentiflime ; fi Ciceronis ejus, 
quem fibi femper defendendum 
24.3. 


duxit, rationes atque fententiam, 
non fatis confentanee difputafle 
reperietur. Epiit. ad C. Mid- 
diet. p. 247. De OGaviano 
denique, etiamfi verus Cicero, 
ut diximus, longe ante pugnam 
Mutinenfem faepe multumque 
metuiflet ; alendum nihilominus 
eundem in Antonium judicaflet : 
fi@us tamen ex iftius pugnae 
exitu formidines ftatim omnes 


Si igitur ex rerum aees- 
saces, quam ipfe [Cicero noffer, 
fictus,| pofuerat, conjeturam 
cepifiet ; non, quid aétum fu- 
erat, ex rerum eventis, probe 
intellexiffet : interitum Reip. 
Bruto minime denuntiaffet af- 
fectata illa certiffimaque fenten- 
tid; Haec ex oracula Apollinis 
Pythii edita tibi puta. Nibit 
poteft effe verius. Tb. p. 250. 


MANUTIUS 
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MANUTIUS admired a fingular inftance of 


Cicero’s divination in this oracular prediction, which 
was, in every circumftance of it, fully juftified by 
the event [x]. He then proceeds in an excellent 
note, which the Tranflator did not think fit to 
adopt, to give us a detail of the Roman affairs at 
this time, from which Cicero might be able to 
make a probable conjecture concerning their change 
for the worfe. ‘* The main fecurity of the contti- 


ee 


(4 


a“ 
n 


tution’ fays he, ‘* depended on four Perfons ; 
D. Brutus, who was legally poffefled of the go- 
vernment of the Hither Gaul, young Offavia- 
nus, who had levied an army by his own pri- 
vate advice; and the Confuls Pan/a2 and Hirtius, 
who by a diligent recruit had raifed fuch a nu- 
merous militia, as feemed {iufficient to make an 
effectual ftand againft the attempts of MZ. 4n- 
tony.—What then,” he afks, ‘* could be the 
reafon, why Czcero fhould exprefs fo much dif- 
fidence in the public caufe ?—Cicero,” he replies, 
did not much confide in the Generals themfelves. 
The affections indeed of D. Brutus could not be 
queftioned ; but his army, confifting chiefly of 
new levies, was rather numerous than ftrong. 
The other three Generals might be juftly fufpect- 
ed ; Offtavianus, as he was Cefar’s adopted 
Son, and commanded the veteran forces, which 
had ferved under Cefar ; and Panfa and Hirtius, 
becaufe they had always efpoufed the Ce/arean 
caufe in the late civil war, and received their great 


[x] Ex oraculo] Vere. Nam __ lius prudentiam licet agnofcere. 


ut Cicero futurum providit, ita Manut. ia Ep. ad Brut. 1, 2. 
cecidit: in quo fingularem il- 
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«< promotions ftom Cz/ar ; on which account they 
«¢ could never cordially refpect his Murderers, 
«¢ Brutus and Caffius, the Patrons of the public li- 
<¢ berty.~—If therefore Antony fhould come off Con- 
“© queror at Modena, it was to be feared, that he 
‘¢ would feize the Republic, wholly deftitute and 
“<¢ defencelefs; but if he fhould meet with a de- 
‘“¢ feat, Cicero apprehended, on the other hand, 
“¢ what proved to be the event, left thofe fhould 
«¢ be found treacherous in the end, whom the Re- 
«< public, in the time of her neceffity, had intru- 
«© fted with her. fafety,” Thus this excellent 
Commentator difputes very folidly upon the foun- 
dation of true Hifiory. But though the true Cicero 
might hence form an affured conjecture of danger 
to Brutus and of a turn of affairs at Rorhes yet I 
again declare it incredible, that the fu/pected Cicera 
fhould do it, confiftently with the principles, which 
he expreffes in the whole courfe of thefe Letters. 
Firft, the very Letter, which delivers the Oracle, 
fets forth, that the whole people of Rome, and the 
Senate, with Cicero himfelf at their head, were 
wonderfully unanimous in the defence. of their com- 
mon liberty [y]. And as we are confidering the 
fentiments of the Cicero, who fpeaks in the Letters ; 
all that the Vindicator alledges from the Philippics 
and Cicero’s genuine Epiftles, to prove that se 
found, in a great part of the Senate, more male- 
volence than gratitude, even after the batile of Mo- 


(y] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 110. tum, neque Senati ducem. Ep. 
Neque enim populum /emper ad Brut. i. 2. 
eundem habebitis, neque Sena- 


dena, 
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dena, and in the midft of their joy for that vittory 
[%]5 is nothing to the purpofe. The pre/age there- 
fore of a turn of affairs at Rome mutt be taken from 
the contemplation of affairs abroad: as Manutius, 
whom I was confuting, rightly underftood. Now 
the Cicero of the Letters did not, before the battle. 
of Modena, entertain the leat diftrutt of any one 
of the four Generals, on whom the public fafety’ 
depended [a]. He thought D. Brutus’s and more- 
over Plancus’s armies to be good, though undifci- 
plined [5]; and was well acquainted with Plancus’s 
excellent affection to the Republic, with his Le- 
gions, and Auxiliary forces in the greateft nurnber 
and of moft approved fidelity [c]. He always 
thought well of the two Confuls, even when other 
people /u/pected them; and many times declared to 
Brutus his abfolute confidence in them, and at laft 
approved his former judgment by an appeal to the 
very event of the battle before Modena [d]. Latft- 


[x] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. rrr. 


Diff. p.87. Ep. Fam. x. 24. 
[2] Res exiftimabatur in ex- 


Plancus gave the following ac-~ 


tremum adduéta difcrimen. Tri- 
fies enim de Bruto noftro literae 
nuntuque adferebantur. Me qui- 
dem non maxime conturba- 
bant. His enim  exercitibus 
ducibufque, ques habemus, aula 
modo poteram difidere, Ep. ad 
Brut. ii. 1. 

[4] Sunt exercitus boni, fed 
yudes, Bruti et Planci. Sunt 
fidelifima et maxima auxilia 
Gallorum. Ep. ib.i. 10. Yet 
Dr. MW. truly afferts, that Plan- 
cus had four Legions as good 
as any in the Empire, with the 


Frongeft body of Horfe. Pref, 


count of his army and affairs, 
before the battle of Modena ; 
Legiones habeo v {ub fignis :— 
Provinciam omnium civitatum 
confenfu paratifimam :——equi- 
tatus auxiliorumque tantas co- 
plas, quantas hae gentes ——~ 
conficere poffunt. Ep. 8. 

[ce] Ep. ad Brut ii. 2. 

[@ | Neque affentiebar majori 
parti hominum. Fidem enim 
Confulum non condemnabam, 
quae fufpecta vehementer erat. 
Ep. ad Brut. ii. 1. Multi fu- 
{fpicantur, quod ne te quidem 
nimis firmum effe velit [ Panfa;] 
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ly, as to Odavianus ; though the true Cicero had 
the ftrongeft reafons to Rink every thing bad of 
him from the ae ; yet the [epee Cicero, as his 
Vindicator exprefly declares, only degan to appre- 
r the battle of Modena, that Ofavianus 
would make an ill ufe of his power. From all 


* a ns C Sy: Fa rt : = 
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‘<¢ fuppofition of datony’s ¢ defeat before Modena, the 

“< fufpetted Cicero could not Sa the leaft ap- 

‘© prehenfion of what proved to be the event, v7z. 
| eacherous in the end, 


- time of her neceflity, 
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left thofe fhould be Sage treac 
+1, 
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‘¢ whom the Repubic, in 
<¢ had intrufted with her pee 
MANUTIUS made the contrary fuppofition 
of Antony’s coming off Conqueror before Modena, 
1 afte he r nets of the true Cicero's 
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: ] pig & 5 ; whee Pee 7° Sed . 
to the victorious invader. But this truly {cholar- 

a 
that the eracular 


a 


{s th ae 


like Difputant was not aware, : 

Letter under confideration even prefumes of the vi- 
ctory to be obtained againft Antony before Modena ; 
and anfwers to‘a Letter, in which Brutus had like- 
wile prefumed of ‘*Autony’s flight, Brutus’s eruption 


“ out of Modena and the victor ry of the Koman 
‘* people However I farther obferved, that, 
fhould the event turn out contrary to expectation, 
yet the fu/pected ee eke? ndenis were provided of a 
refource for the defence of the Republic, in the 


quod ego non fufpicor. Ep. 6. et acer Panfa; cui Confuly 
Quales tibi /aepe Seripfi Conte: non animus ab initio, non fides 
les, tales extiterunt. Ib.1 ad extremum defuit. Ep. 10. 
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himfelf, of Plaucus and the Ge- 
eri Pownce: and of Caffius in 
nor could the Cicero of the | 


2S 


eters 


in particular, on the very wortt fi uppoliti on of tha 
event, utter a prediction of ruin io the Republic 


and of danger to Brutus 
furance, 


‘© phic Oracle, 
[f].” 


more aaa perculfa Civitas 


ip. ad Brut. 1 
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tota ad te fe cum conjugibus et ‘‘ certainly too wife, at 


liberis effundebat. Ep. 3. 


Tum 


with fuch an awkward af 
as to pronounce it ** as certain as the De/. 
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true as any oy 414 LIST VY or! 1 
z. Ti- ‘* rule,” continuesthe Dr. “be 
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very good, yet Cicero was 


na hi ad 


et fugae portus erat in taisca- ‘* with Philofophers, to fetch 
ftris et fubfidium falutis in tuo ‘* it from az Oracle, which had 
exercitu. Ep. 5. Firmosomnino ‘‘ been in the utmolt con- 
et duces habemus ab occidente ‘* tempt for many ages, and 
ef Gxereis.o isp. 10, Neo: “< was confidered by a// men of 

[f] Haec ex oraculo Apol- info. as a mere impofture.” 
linis Pythii edita tibi puta. Ni- Life of Cic.v.i. p.s3. But I 
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No other refuge then is left to the Vindicator 
but the old pretence of the wcertainty of dates. For 
here, as in many other places, he would make his 
Englifh Reader believe that my argument wholly 
depends on the date of the oracular Letter, which, 
I faid, was moft certainly intended to be written be- 
fore the news of the victory of Modena arrived at 
Rome [g]. The puny attacks upon the date have 
been effectually repulfed; but I now declare, that 
the arbitrary and uncritical alteration of the date 
from April 18t» to May 18"? is not fufficient to re- 
eftablifh the reputation of the Oracle [4]. If it 
was delivered after the vittory of Modena had been 
known for fome time at Rome [2], the fufpicions of 
its being, a mere impofture will acquire a new ftrength ; 
fince not only Brutus /eems to have thought the war 
at an end, by Antony’s defeat and flight out of 
Italy [A] 5 but his correfpondent Cicero thought their 
danger over, after the victory of Modena; yet foon 
had reafon to change his mind, after Antony’s union 
with Lepidus (i.e. eleven days after the new date 
of the oracular prediction) upon which event only 


a 


he began to prefs Brutus and Caffius to bring their 


However “* folved to give battle, ufed 
Marius aftected to take all ‘* to embrace it in fight of the 
his meafures from Augursand ‘* foldiers, and beg the fpeedy 
Diviners, and both friends ‘* confirmation of its promifes 
% to him,” . Ib. p. 49. 


Vv. H. De 122, F35- 


2 Ae A be We BY a8) bei hy 
<s and foes believed him to act 


‘¢ always bya peculiar im pulfe [g] Nid. Pref. Diff. p. 110, 
‘© and direction fromthe Gods.” 1I. Ep. ad C: Middlet. p. 247. 


V.l. p.25- Anas Sylla car- [4] 
«© red always about with him 93. 
<a little ftatue of Apollo taken 
«© from the temple of Delphi; 


re 


5 q 
‘ and whenever he had re- 


See Mid. Ep. of Cic. p. 
‘e) 
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p 
ot. 9. 
Pref, Diff. p. 111. 
k| Ep. of Cic. p. 78. not. 3.. 


armies 
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armies into Italy [/]. Thus far at leaft is certain, 
that the /u/petied Cicero thought their danger over 
after the victory of Modena; on which account he 
difmiffed Brutus from the vicinity of Ztaly, where 
his army was not any longer neceflary [m]. We 
have already fhewn, that the true Cicero was of the 
very fame opinion, in ail the interval between the 
victory of Modena and the union of Lepidus with 
Antony 3 nor can any point of time be found in all 
that interval, in which danger to Brutus and a turn 
of affairs at Rome could be oracularly foretold ei- 
ther by Czcero or any body elfe. So that all the 
Vindicator gains by his change of the daée, is the 
removal of the Oracle from the time in which the 
true Cicero might deliver it, but the /u/peéfed Cicero 
could not; to a time in which vweithey of them 
could deliver it. 

XXXV. THE fu/peced Cicero, ina Letter writ- 
ten wo days before the news of the victory of Mo- 
dena arrived at Rome, could not confiftently ex- 
prefs, with an oracular affurance, a prefage of dan- 
ger to Brutus and of a turn of affairs at Rome; 
becauie at home he faw the whole people and the 
Senate, with Czcero at their head, wonderfully 
unanimous in the defence of the common liberty ; 
and abroad not only prefumed of the victory to be 


[4] Ep. of Cic. p. 115. not. Lepido Antonium. Id fi ita eft, 


6. Yet the true Cicero, before 
that event, was for prefling 
Brutus to bring his army into 


italy; De Bruto arceffendo— 
valde tibi affentior.—Scripfitti 


autem ad me iis quas Idibus 
Maiis dedifti, modo te accepifle 
a Planco literas, won recipi a 


omnia faciliora. Sin aliter, ma- 
gnum negotium, cujus exitum 
non extime/co. Kp. Fam. xi. 14. 

[m] —Quo magis nunc /ibe- 
rati, ut {pero, periculis, in Do- 
labella opprimendo occupati 


efle debemus. Ep. ad Brut. i. 5. 


° a 
obtained 
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obtained over Antony, but was fully perfuaded of 
the flrength and good affection of all the four Ge- 
érals, Who were engaged in the war againft him. 
The true Cicero m ioht exprefs fuch a prefage, be- 
caufe he had good reaion to fufpect the affections 
of three of tho snérals. But in the interval be- 
tween the news Pia the victory’s arriving at Rome 


SS 


and the union of Lepidus with Antony, neither the 
true nor fufpecied Cicero could exprefs fuch a pre- 
[ HAVE now fully examined the matter of thef 
Letters ; which is fond | in the main to confift of 
pofitions and facts either evidently falfe and wholly 
diftory and Antiquities, or 


circumftances, and particularly the cir 
time. fs to the fadézs, contained in the Letters 
which are not touched upon by any other writer [n] 
[ have occafionally fhewn, that they might be 
t 1e facts reported by other writers, 


nnn im ret ra rire t > L Voted Li? ay} A 
and therefore might be known to thofe, who were 


not iutima 4 acquainted both with the conftitution 
; qu Mfr 
gs i er greed hy 7 ty : i 
of Kome and the affairs of thofe times ; and farther 
| as At Mi Bhp in ( : ' a8, 
that they are £ ene ally of Juch G nature as a Sophift 
would chufe for the fubject of his forgery ; whether 


2 “pf 
| 


| 
i rife 7 ' ) iD vwerria an “y Po ‘ 
he wrote for his own exercife and amufement only, 
; 3 
; XT] a] ‘mnnen TY} } “ Ver ‘I, 
Or Wilt a Gcuen fo put a cheat upon the world, 
ALC JG 5 howe VCiy Ul this kind the Vin ndicator 1S 
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pofition of its forgery [0] and he feems indeed to 
reft the whole ftrength of his popular vindication 
of the Letters on the facred and inviolable character 
of one BE, Clodius, a Tribune Elec, who is placed 
in the very front of the Latin Text and brings up 
the rear of the Prefatory Differiation [p]. 
Queftion. Why, fays he, fhould a Sophift pitch upon 
a Clodius, for one of Cicero’s intimate friends, @ 
name particularly hoftile to Cicero? Anfwer. Becaufe 
the Sophift might think, that, though the Clodit 
were generally in oppofition to Cicero, yet in fo nu- 
merous a family, there were fome fill without doubt, 
who were his particular friends. Qu. Why foould 
be feign him a Tribune Ele&, when the Clodit 
were generally Patricians, avd incapable of the Tr- 
bunate? Anf. Becaufe the Sophift, who was more 
perfebtly acquainted with the conftitution of the Re- 
puolic than any modern Critic [4], muft know wiih- 
out doubt, that fome, in fo numerous a amily, muft 
have been Plebeians, either by adoption or defcent 
from the freedmen of the Patrician branch, Qu. 
Why fhould he give him a title, that carries with 
it an biftorical mark, that might poffibly detect bim, 
fince it fixes the date of the Letter to fome time be- 
tween the death of Ceefar and the 10 of Decem- 
ber; on which day the Tribunes Elect entered into 
office? Anf. The title then does detect him ; fince 
it does mot carry with it an hiftorical mark, or fix 
the date of the Letter to fome time between the 


death of Cefar and the 10 of the following De- 


[o] Mid. Pref. Diff p.119. &c. Ep. ad Brut.i.1t. Mid. 
[p| L. Clodius,' Tribunus ple- Pref. Diff. p. 119, 20. 
bis defignatus, valde me diligit, (q] Pref. Diff. p. 10s. 
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For the title is fuppofed to have been de- 


rived from the nomination of J. Cefar, who a little 
before his death, named the Confuls and all the Tri- 
bunes, for the Two /fucceeding yEars[r]; and 
therefore this fame L. Clodius might continue to be 
Tribune Eleé a whole year after December 10" of 


the year in which Cz/ar was killed [s]. 


Hence 


the time of the Letter does not yet appear to be 


the very feafon 

[+] Mid. Ep. of Cic. p. 6. 
Hot. 2, 

[s] Thus D Brutus and L. 
Plancus continued to be Con/uls 
Ele& after the end of the year, 
in which Cefar was killed ; 
and there were Tribunes Ele& 
in Antony’s camp before Mo- 
dena. Non ferent—oculi 
duo Praetores, non Tribunum 
plebis, non duo defguatos Tri- 
bunos, non Beftiam, non Tre- 
belliam. Phil. xu. 8. xii. 12. 
Dr. Mid. obferves, that ‘* it 
** does not appear from any of 
‘© Cicero's Letters [or any hi- 
‘© ftory,] who this L. Clodius 
«© was, but Pighiws, in his An- 
6¢ nals, takes him to be that 
*© Caius Clod’us, mentioned by 
£* Dio, one of Brutus’s Lieute- 
‘© nants and particular confi- 
s* dents in Macedonia, who was 
‘© intrufted by him with the 
6© cuftody of C. Antony; and 
‘¢ if that conjeéture be true, 
€* then Cieero’s recommenda- 
£* tion of fo warmly ex- 
© preffed in this Letter, had 


him, 


*¢ the defired effect.” Ep. of 
Cic. p. §. not.1. Butif Ch- 


gius was the bearer of this Let- 
ter of recommendation to Brz- 


of people’s taking their party, either 


tus, and ftayed in Macedonia, 
it ought to be explained, how 
a Tribune of the people could 
lawfully be excufed this long 
abfence from the city, where 
his powerful magifiracy too 
might be of fo great impor- 
tance to Cicero and Brutus. 
Dionyf, Halic. Antiq. Rom. 
1.8. p.s54. Ed. Sylb. Mid. 
Pref. Diff. p. 120. Again, if 
he went before Dies ror 
of the year in which Cefar 
was killed, it muft be explain- 
ed, how the time of this Letter 
could be rhe very feafon of peo- 
ple’s taking their party, either 
for Antony or Brutus; fince Ci- 
cero did not know, that Brutus 
himfelf had any difpofition to 
enter into a war before Decem- 
ber 10% of that year; nor fo 
much as where he was till near 
two months after. And, laft- 
ly, in the interval between De- 
cember 10" and the 1 of Fa- 
nuary following, when the new 
Confuls entered into office, the 
prefence of Chdius, a Tribune, 
could much lefs be difpenfed 
with, fince the Tribunes had 
then the whole adminiftration 
of the city... “Bhai s: 

for 
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for Antony or Brutus; or the very feafon of L. 
Clodius’s commencing fo powerful a Magiftrate ; 
on which account Cicero mult neceffarily be /follict- 
tous to fecure him to the Republic. Qu. Laftly, 
Why foould the Sophift imagine Clodius to have been 
obliged to Antony as well as to Brutus, and on that 
account fufpetted in bis allegiance to the Republic ? 
Anf. He might, mof probably, imagine him to have 
been firft recommended by Brutus to Antony, in order 
to procure Ceefar’s nomination of him to ihe Iri- 
bunate [t]; and when he had imagined hirn to be 
obliged to Antony, he might om” that account far- 
ther imagine him fufpected in his allegiance to the 
Republic: nor is there any great depth of con- 
trivance in forming fuch an artificial Cataftrophe and 
in dreffing up a mere dry fat?, void of all enteriain- 
ment to the Reader (u). 

Tuus the Letter is found to be natural and 
probable throughout om the fuppofion of its for- 
gery, provided we fuppofe farther, that the durbor 
of it was as perfectly acquainted with thefe matters 
as even the Vindicator himfelf. But the Sophitt 
truly feems to have had a longer reach. For in 
the familiar Epiftles there is mention made of one 
Appius Claudius, who is in many refpects /imilar 
to our Lucius Clodius, and no farther diver/ified 
from him than might be expected from a cunning 
imitator and a convict perverter of facts in real Hi- 
ftory. This 4p. Claudius was Cicero’s intimate 
friend, greatly obliged to Antony at the fame time, 
and recommended to D, Brutus by the true Cicero 


[¢] Mid. Ep. of Cie. p. 7. [w] See Pref. Diff. p.1ro9, 
not. 6. 20. 
in 
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in nearly the very fame expreflions of affection and 
petition that our L, Clodius is recommended to M. 
Brutus by the Sigipethed Cicero [w]. The main 
point of difference is, that 4. Claudius, out of a 
principle of gratitude, joined himfelf with Antony, 
who was fighting againft D. Brutus; whereas L. 
Clodius, niitnithGandind his obligations to Antony, 
is rather difpofed to join himfelf with MZ. Brutus. 
3y the like ftratagem, we obferved, becaufe the 
familiar Epitties relate, that the forces of the Re- 
public under Lentulus were actually refufed reception 
by the Aéodians, the Sophift hence took the occa- 
fion of falfely relating, that the offile forces un- 
der Dolabella were excluded by the Rhodians, who 
particularly efpoufed Dolabella and always main- 
tained a good correfpondence with him [y]. And 
now we have got a Clodius from one of the familiar 
Epiftles, 1t was natural for the Sophift to give him 
the praenomen of Lucius from another. For a cer- 
tain friend of Cicero is there called L. Clodius, who 
was praefecius fabrum to Ap. Claudius, Cicero’s 
predeceffor in the government of Cilicia [z]. 


/ ss? 
ella 


[x] Cum Appio Claudio, C. fit, non dubito, guin illum 


F. fumma mihi neceffitudo eft, 
multis ejus officiis et meis mu- 
tuis conitituta. Peto a te ma- 
jorem in modu wm Oete. Cujus 
quidem caufa hoc melior debet 
effe, quod pietate adductus, 
propter patris reftitutionem, fe 
cum Antonio conjunxit. Ep. 
Fam. xi. 22. L. Clodius 
valde me diligit, vel, ut iuda- 
TIKWTECOY dicam, valde me amat. 
Quod cum mihi ita perfuafum 


quoque judices a me amari.— 
Auttus Antonii beneficio eft, —~ 
Peto a te etiam atque etiam— 
Ep. ad Brut.i. 1. 

[y] See p. 251. not. y. Ep. 
ad Brut. ii. 4. 

[z] Feciffem nifi_ mihi L. 
Clodius xeffer Corcyrae dixiffet 
——Ep. Fam. iii. 5. Neque 
ad libertum tuum Brundifii, ne- 
que ad praefectum fabrum Cor- 
cyraem—retuliflem. Ep. 8. 
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Tue Sophift therefore might well pitch upon a 
Clodius for one of Cicero’s intimate friends ; and 
the praenomen of Lucius will eafily remove the 
fcruple of the ame’s being particularly hoftile to 
Cicero. For Lucius had been quite laid afide by 
the Patrician branch of the Claudian family, to 
which P. Clodius, Cicero’s mortal enemy, belonged 
{@]. Hence likewife this Lucius might be feigned 
Tribune elet?, and as capable of the Tribunate as 
any of his Plebeian Anceftors; for it is far from 
being true, that the Clodiz or Claudii were generally 
Patricians [6]. But if it 1s contended, in order 
to increafe the zmprobadility of a forgery, that our 
L, Clodius muft neceffarily belong to the Patrician 
branch ; this very circumftance is no lefs than a 
demonftration of the forgery. For not only the 
whole family of the famous P. Clodius was noto- 
rioufly hoftile to Cicero at this very time [fc]; but 
there were no Plebeians in fo numerous a family, 
either by adoption or defcent from the freedmen of 
the Patrician branch. The inguifitive Suetonius, 
where he is profeffedly giving us the memoirs of 
the Patrician family of the Claudii, declares ex- 
prefsly ; <* That they were moft notorioufly and uni- 


[a] Patricia gens Clodia (fuit plebis. Liv. xxi. 63. Tribuni 
enim etalia plebeia, nec poten- plebis—M. Claudius Marcellus 
tia minor nec dignitate)——cum et M. Cincius Alimentus. xxix. 
praenominibus cognominibuf- 20. C. Sulpicius et M. Clau- 
que variis diftingueretur, Zwei dius 'Tribuni. xlii. 14. V. Suet. 


praenomen confenfu repudiavit, 
poftquam e duobus gentilibus 
praeditis eo, alter latrocinii, 
caedis alter convictus eft. Suet. 
an Tiber. c.1. 

[6] Q. Claudius Tribunus 


fupra. 

[c} Poffeffiones enim funt P. 
Clodii. Tota familia occurret 
— propter familiaritatem zori/- 
fimam. Hilce ego me viis 
committam? Phil..xii. 9. 
ver fally 
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“¢ verfally Patricians, with the fingle exception of 
SEP, Clodius, who in order to procure Cicero’s bas 
** nifhment gave himfelf iz adoption to a Plebeian ; 
“ that they were always eminently diftinguifhed 
for afferting the Patrician caufe, and fo invete- 
“* rately violent againft the Pledeians, that they 
would never fupplicate the people in a trial of 
life and death, nor fometimes {cruple to offer in- 
** fult even to the Tribunes themfelves [d].” 
This, I think, is fufficient to cancel the defignation, 
and much more the awa! Tribunate of L. Clodius, 
a defcendent or dependent of the Patrician family, 
out of the Annals ; as well as to explode the Vindi- 
cator’s method of making him Pledeian again, out 
of the Antiquities of Rome. 

XXXVI. Tue Letter fi 
and probable fuppofing it to be real, appears by the 
Vindicator’s own account to be full as natural and 
provable, on the fuppofition of its forgery; and by 
the true account of Roman Hiftory and Antiquities 
to be either abfolutely contradiétory to them, or 
very probably copied from the familiar Epittles. 

I offered two objeCtions more to the general cha- 
racter of the Letters; firft, «* That in the Letters 
“* of Cicero there is a very difcernible want of the 
“ juft fentiment, matterly comprehenfion, 


sled out as fo natural 


— 
Oo 
P 


genuine 


[a] Notifimum eft, Claudios 


adeo violentos ac contumaces, 
omnes, excepto duntaxat P. Clo- 


ut ne capitis quidem quifquam 


dio, qui ob expellendum urbe 
Ciceronem, p/ebeio homini— 
In adoptionem {e dedit, optimates 
affertore{que unicos dignitatis ac 
potentiae Patriciorum femper 
fuigfé, atque adverfus plebem 


reus apud populum mutare ve- 
item aut deprecari fuftinuerit; 
nonnull in altercatione et jur- 
gio Tribunos plebis pulfaverint. 
Suet. in Tiber. c, 2. 


“¢ purity 


between Cr1cERO dnd M. BRUTUS. 365 


<¢ purity and flowing copioufnefs of the Ciceroman 
‘© compofition:” And, fecondly, ‘* That in the 
<< Letters of doth the parties there is a general 
<* famenefs of reflection, and a ftyle and manner of 
<¢ writing perfectly fimilar, even in impropriety 5 
<< and fuch a Jaboured and precife punéuality, both 
<¢ in diction and fentiment, as plainly betray their 
“¢ fcholaftic origine.’? Under the firft head the 
Vindicator makes me object to the Letters, shat 
they want the beauty and copioufuefs of the Cicero- 
nian /fyle only; and takes upon him to pronounce 
the objection contemptibly fupported ; though he 
owns at the fame time, that 1 /upported it by feveral 
paffages of the Letters, which he cannot difpute, 
except he will profe/s himfelf to be a perfect mafter, 
not only of Cicero’s writings, but of the whole ex- 
tent of the Latin tongue{e]. However what mere 
modefty would not permit him to di/pute in the apo- 
logetical, he often takes the affurance to correé in 
the critical part of his performance, without fo 
much as pretending any authority of MSS. or an- 
tient editions; by which he might intend to create 
me a double trouble, firft, of proving that the 
readings of the paflages objected to are right, and 
then of proving that the paffages themfelves are 
wrong 3 and likewife to referve to himfelf the pri- 
vilege of afferting, that if the paffages are wrong, 
the readings cannot be right. 
Tue /entiments of Cicero’s Letters are, not only 
more ftrongly tinétured with the conjectural colour 
than is to be feen in any real correfpondence of the 
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fame extent, but, as we have all along obierved, 
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(e] Mid. Pref. Difl. peitz, 113 
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many times uz/uitable to the circumftance and oc- 
cafion, repeatedly laboured, and defective both in 
fenfe and argument. The Letter, which carries the 
firft news of the moft important victory of Modena, 
prions coldly ; ‘* Our affairs feem to have taken a 

‘ better turn [f]:?? Nor can this well be ac- 
counted for by faying, that Cicero omits to recite 
the particulars of thefe important actions, as know- 
ing Brutus to be punétually informed of them from 
g|. For Cicero, like a Sophift much 

ftudy, omits to exprel the leatt 
iymptom of joy on fo great an occafion; and after 
the news with a fudden proph CY 
Mtavius’s difaffeftion, does at laf a actually re- 


. , > “Wart DAL ET,/ 1A ¢ rtrhiel See {} 
cite the very ParitcuhLars, Whicn were moit noto- 


a ] 1 } 

hh Wi9glines 

ne Nas qQuallnec 
1 


sr 
+ 
et 
>) 
U 
r 


aan cs Hod Ps es Bera ee ven lL. ok ede Th eee 71 
rlOUS, OF the 7wo acitox“s belore (Modena, AL fhort 
7 ing a ! (3 Pa i 
fetter of C; . which warmly ients the pu 

; 

oe | ] ri 1 ‘ 4 A 

x hatavelo 4 t , } ) ¢ 
DLIC Clal Ci« Chile tne U } QO] Y with fifi 

‘"Y 
f nd prefh i rins® his armv intr 
/ 4 Lid Ii tiic £219 chi ny ALILVD 

- = 

; o. 

‘ 1, ye myn oP. : 
ile QIreccly “tate I fh a pheated a id 

‘ + ta r {7 ~ 
trInIneS expr L \ } VOUL LINC (07 THES S 

iL if — khnaser % cc¢ YY, 1" J AatTAr tUTIO0 (J, arf 2? {5 Ve 
of bis Letters : Your Letter was fort,’ fays 
rs Ar A C ise J v ee ~ 
Wilde 7 U si [JU] ef@) [ j Vy ' ' > HO Lett C7 C; f all, 
ra mec Tle ‘thefe’ can? Bante Lee eee ts 
i In t nes Lita CNE iC La bruius thir Lic NAN Ge lines 
« ee ay “ ey SBS Be 5 S| | BB ing 8 ae THIEe 
““ enough to me’ I would rather have written 

| 
. ] 17" 
cc b , , Z =. 
nothing. And yet you are calling for my Let- 
= dé ¢ qa 
écrit TS Ale Aaa tA, erp et Bae Be ; 
ters, Did any of your people ever come to 
d é i. 4 
CC — Py bs 4 rm | at F ~ Pe is ca 44 > or G - +) (7 
VOU Witnout them °c And Was tnere ever a ingle 
‘© Epiftle, which had not fomethi Bs oy Bhd hs 
‘ Epiltle, which had not fomething of wergbt im 
i Lo 
Cc- 49 Thre k ) fe y Ba ar L, i“ d 
Itf if theie have not been delivered to you, 


“* neither were your Letters from home, I fup- 


ee Noftrae res meliore loco Le] Mid. Ep. of Cic. p. 58. 
videbantur, Ep. ad Brut.i. 3. not, T. 
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with 
<¢ Son, that if he ey had found him even landed 


e a 7. 7 te a wd a AQCL f eat; 7 
*F 3n Ltaty, he {houid turn back directly to you : 


és that nothing could be more agreeable to me, or 
a reputable to him: though I had written to him 
«¢ feveral times before, that I had procured the 
‘¢ elections of Priefts to be poftponed, after a very 
«¢ hard ftruggle, to the next year. In which I 
<< exerted myfelf not only for the fake of Cicero, 
‘¢ but of Domitius, Cato, Lentulus and the Bidu- 
«© Jys’s, This I mentioned alfo in a Letter to you, 
<< which was not, it feems, come to your hands, 
‘© when you fent away that puzy Epiftle of yours 
“¢ [h].? This notable introduction to the bu/ine/s 
of the Letter, as /cholaftic as it is, yet might have 
been en, fpared ; fince Cicero proceeds to ‘* beg 
‘© of Brutus with the greateft earneftnefs to come 
<< into Italy and Bae young Cicero along with 
<c him ; Shieh muft be done izfantly, if ae a 
«¢ any regard for the Republic, for which he wa 

‘¢ born:”? But the Vindicator very well accounts 
for the thought, which is predominant, in the Let- 
ter; fince Plutarch takes notice, that Brutus was 
remarkable for bis brevity, 22 all ‘fome of ] 
Greek Epiftles, in which he affected the tententious 
Ae Laconic fiyle, Cicero, he farther obferves 


yallies Brutus here for the fame ajjectatzon 
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Latin Letters. But it appears on the whole, fays he, 
from the other Letters of this collection, that there 
was no great reafon to complain of him on this 
head [7]. 

Cicero again compares the cafe of Brutus’s being 
forced from the city with that of his own ewile, 
and calls the latter the more lamentable difafter ; 
though he owns the danger to be alike in both [&]. 
Now Brutus fuffered in the univerfal calamity, 
whereas Cicero’s was not any other than a private 
misfortune; nor does it at all mend the matter to 
tell us, that Cicero was banifbed by a particular 
law, which had not yet happened to Brutus [/]. For 
the Jaw, which banifhed Cicero, was null and void 
in itfelf, becaufe it was particular [m]; and Brutus 
was not only banifhed by force of arms and an 
over-ruling power, but by force of laws, to which 
he was ftill obnoxious; his aét of killing Ce/ar 
having never received any authoritative fanction [7]; 
and he was accordingly condemned for it a little 
while after [o].—Our /ufpecfed Cicero * is in fear 


[~] Cum teneri urbem a par- 
ricidis viderem, nec te in ea nec 
Caflium tuto effe poffe ; Ep. 
ad Brat. i. 15. Turpe mihi ipfi 
videbatur in eam urbem me au- 
dere reverti, ex qua Brutus ce- 
deret; et ibi velle tuto effe, 


(z} Mid. Ep. of Cie. p. 140. 
not. 1. 

[4]—Quam [urbem] tu fuge- 
res,—quod mihi quoque quon- 
dam acciderat, pericul fimili, 
cafu triftiore. Ep. ad Brut. i. 
10. 


[2] Mid. Ep. of Cic. p.135. 
not. 12. 

[m] Vetant leges facratae, 
vetant xii tabulae, leges pri- 
vatis horninibus irrogari. Id 
eft enim privilegium.——Hoe 
plebifcitum eft? haec lex? 
haec rogatio eft? Cic, pro dom. 
ety a 


ubi ille non poffet. Phil.i. 4. 
De hac quidem divina atque 
immortali laude M. Bruti filebo, 
quae—nondum publica auctori- 
tate teftata eft. Ib. x. 3. 

[0] Qui parentem conjurati 
occidiffent in exilium expuli ju- 
diciis legitimis, Mon. Ancy- 


€¢ of 
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‘* of incurring the imputation of rafonefs in making 
* Offavius fo great; though,” fays he, ‘* what 
‘* rafonefs can there be in it? For I have bound 
: him, for whom I was furety, more {trongly 

than myfelf [p].” If he meant, that he had 
laid Odavius or himfelf under a legal obligation 
of performance by being furety for him; this js 
true of neither of them [g]: but if he did not mean 
it, his argument is fophiftic, and he was very well 
apprized of < the danger, and therefore rafhnefs, 
“‘ of engaging for another, on account of the 
** unknown difpofitions and variable natures of men 
“ [r]2° He himfelf had argued juft before, in 
the fame tritical ftrain; ‘* That it is a matter 
“* of greater concern and difficulty, in affairs efpe- 
“cially of the utmoft importance, to engage one- 
‘* felf for the fentiments and principles, than for 
* the money of another. For the money”, fays 
ran. apud Chifh. Antiq. Afiat. deo, P.C. C. Caefarem talem 


p. 172. Indeed Brutus and femper fore civem, qualis hodie 
Caffius were judicially banifhed eft. Phil.v. 18. Si quis alium 


by virtue of the Pedian law, 
Paterc. 1.2. c. 69. But they 
were obnoxious to the Fulian 
law of public force and lefe 
majefty, which had appointed 
the very fame  punifhment, 
Quid, quod obrogatur legibus 
Caefaris, quae jubent ei, qui 
de vi, itemque ei, qui majeftatis 
damnatus fit, agua et igni inter- 
dici? Phil.i. g. 

[p] Hic quoque Jabor mihi 
acceflit,—ne famam fubeam te- 
meritatis. Quanquam quae te- 
meritas eft? Magis enim illum, 
pro quo fpopondi, quam me 
obligavi. Ep.ad Brut. i. 8. 

[g] Promitto, recipio, fpon- 


daturum, facturumve quid pro- 
miferit, non obligabitur: veluti 
fi fpondeat, ‘Titium quinque au- 
reos daturum. Juftinian. Inft. 
Liat tite20 tht 3! 

[7] Non foleo, mi Brute, 
(quod tibi notum effe arbitror) 
temere affirmare de altero: eft 
enim periculofum propter oc- 
cultas hominum_ voluntates, 
multiplicefque naturas. Ep. ad 
Brut. i. 1. Here feems, in the 
jrft Letter, to be an oratorial 
anticipation of, and defence a- 
gainft the principal charge, 
which was long afterwards to 
be brought againft Cicero. 
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he, ‘* may be paid and the lofs be tolerable “ie 
t, if it is a fum engaged in an affair of 
the utmoft importance :| **.but how can you pay what 
“¢ you engage to the Republic, tv hlee he, for 
whom you engage, will fuffer it to be paid 
“ Yet Iam ftill in hopes to hold Offavius si 
Now thefe Aopes are exprefled as la Ate as iste My, 


befor g which t} me OF¢ la ULUS 1ad ac et ual lly cn a 


into the league with Astony and Lepidus, in conte- 

nos VA aH ed Oe ha lan lag 1+) lay ge] 

quence Of Which he mace his open claim of the 
* 


Confalthip Péfos But 


V 4 CY 
} 
Oéfavius 2 Why truly, for a reafon which fhould 
make him zot hope it. ‘* For the youth,” fays 
he, ‘¢ 1s perfuaded, and chiefly by myfelf, that we 
‘¢ intirely depend upon him for our fafety [v].” 


Eaten 7 ae if? Fam.x. 2 Th T Ate f 

js} ftir autem AVI yr et ail- PAM. X. 24. AIS Lever oO 

ey ee ' ‘ beer $4.09 D/ co Yo Bs a 
ncior animt et fententi: é, £igntur ts dated only the aay 
é o 

aximis praeiertim in rebus, before the Bee ter, in Which out 
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aa Me , > Py “ 4 eP 
ro aitero quam pecuniac ov- Ciceroe xprel ffes hi is Hopes of ce 


aec enim folv1 Pp otelt, holding O€iav 10S, 


be ‘ oh | 5 * 6 i = yer c . 
et eit rei familiaris jactura to- [x | ‘Utin: am tam facileeum— 
lerabilis: Reip. quod Sis toes enere pc quam facile ad- 
deris, quemacmodum fo!vas, huctenuimus! Eft omnino il- 


nifi is dependi facile e patitur, Jud difficilius; fed tamen non 
pro quo fpoponderis? Quan- diffidimes. Perfuafum eft exim 
quam et hunc, utfpero, tenebo. adolefcenti, et maxime per me, 
9 
O 


- Bos ny. eee Be : os effle f: 
Ep. 40 brutes Wo. ejus ope:a nos eile i: 


— 


[zr] Ut cog nov vit, Antonium ad Brat. i. 3 Dhefe topics, 
pot fugam i a M. Lepido rece- which the Rhetoricians call 
ptum,—caufam te latium fixe common, were an excellent fund 


+ 


cunétatione ‘dafeanli: Suet. in for the antient dealers in con- 
Aug. c. 12. Quod vi ivit Anto- ftrowerjial forgery. Brutus 
nius hedie, aga Lepidus una therefore turns the argument 
eft, —omne Caefari1 acceptum the comtraryway. An hoc tibi 
referre pofiunt.—-—Quae mens pole afum eft, Si ‘e ceteros ab 
t quorum confilia—ad eo liberos, quo invito nobis in 
»gitationem Confulatus—tranf- idee civitate locus non fit? Ep. 
tulerint,exputarenon poflum.~ Brut. i, 16. 

v Kal. \Gexaitee es, ex caftris, Ep, 


I Cicero 


between CrCERO and M- BRuTus., ays 


“—Cycero and his Tranflator fuppote, that Lepidus’s 
eltate was coujifcated on his Deing adjudged an ene- 
my to the State ; which was indeed the cafe of Ar 
tony and Do grade : but it appears from thefe 
very inftances, that con fftat zon did not enfue upon 
any one’s being adjudged an enemy, xcept it was 
ais effed in the Senate’s S$ decree 5 nor was this ex- 
refled in the decree, which declared Lepidus an 
ene e! ae the fame decree, made on the Jaf of June, 
g him moreover the power of retur ring to his 
duty t ‘till the jirft of September [9]. From the 
falfe fuppofition, however, Cicero takes the occa- 
fion, in two Letters, of objecting ** the cruel: ty of 
‘¢ innoc aie children’s fuffering for their satis 
“* faults 5"? and of anfwering as often, « that Le- 
** pidus would be {till more cruel, if he aie d be 
conqueror ; that ex xamples of feverity were ne- 
ceflary to deter others from the like may 
“« that fuch was the egos of laws and all na- 
tions, for which we have the Saab le e of Themi- 
“¢ focles’s Saaecks and that the fame til alee ment 


[x] Nullo enim modo pote- nihil pofle Phil. xi. 6. 
rat caufa Lepidi diftingui ab [y] Lepidus —pridie Kal. 
Antonio. Ep. ad Brut. i. 12. Quint.—hoftis a Senatu jildied! 
“* Lepidus— adjudged an ene- tus eft, ceterique qui una cum 
‘* my, and his eftate confe- illoa Rep. defecerunt : quibus 

vently confifcated.” Mid.Ep. tamen ad fanitatem redeundj 


a 


~ Cic. p. 120. not. 3. Tot ante Kal. Sept. poteflas fa&a 
civibus ‘Pro patria amiflis, ho- eft. Ep. Fam, xii. 10. 

ftibus denique omnibus ju idica- [z] Nec vero me fupit, 
tis, bonifgne publicatis. Ep. quam fit acerbum parentium 
Fam. x. 2 t. Judicavit hoitem  fcelera filiorum poenis lui, etc, 
Dolabellam: bona ejus cenfuit Ep. ad Brut. i. 12. ° Videtu 


publice poffidenda; quo cum addi illud efle crude ele, quod ad] libe. 


Ebi 15 
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that the Writer feems to 
declare, in the one Letter, that confifcation was 
the punifhment indifcriminately of all force ; and 
in the other, that it was the neceflary effect of 
conviftion in every criminal cafe [a]: whereas, by 
the Julian law then in practice, armed or public 
force only was punif fhed with banifhment, and pri- 


is fo crudely exprefled, 


vate force with forfeiture of ove third; but Ce- 
far, as Suetonius relates upon the authority of the 


true Cicero, increafed the penalty of other crimes 
by muléting the wealthy in da/f of their fubftance 
[4]. As this curious differtation concerning the 
propriety ‘* of punifhing children for the fins of 

their arents, * carries with it a very unclaffical 
and fuipicious air; fo the general fuppofition ‘* of 
<< forfeiture’s fallacies conviction,” might very 
ibly be derived from the frequent ufe of con- 
fifcations under the R oman Wmperors: efpecially 
fince the Vindicator collects from the Letters, ‘* that 
<< when Lepidus’s fons were neceffarily ruined by 
<¢ the vote, which confifcated the father’s eftate, 
‘© Cicero was follicited very earneftly, either that 
<¢ the decree might not pafs, or that the children 
‘«< fhould be excepted out of it; and\though he 
“* could not confent to either, yet he\prevailed 


pr ob: 


os, quinihil meruerunt, poena vi privata damnati pars tertia 
pervenit, etc. Ep. 15. bonorum ex lege Julia publica- 
fa] Atque ille , armis pofi- tur. Marcian. ad L. Jul. de vi 
;damnatus efiet,—ean- privat. ib. 1. Poenas facino- 


1c ee 
tis, GE U2 


cem calamitatem fubirent  li- 
be rl, bonis publicatis. Ep. 12. 
Si judicio damnates eadem ‘poe- 
na fequit ur cives,-—Ep.15. 
[a] Phil.i. 9. Damnato de 
vi publica aqua et igni interdi- 
citur. Ulpian. ad Leg. Jul. de 


vi publ. Dig .148. L10. De 


rum auxit: et cum locupletes 
eo facilius fcelere fe obligarent, 
quod integris patrimoniis exula- 
bant, parricidas, ut Cicero {cri- 
bit, Notts omnibus, reliquos di- 
midia parte multavit, Suet. in 
Cael, ¢. 42. 


/ 


“ with 


between CIcERO and M, BRUTUS. 7% 


“‘ with the Senate to fu/pend the execution of the 
“* aé? fo far as it related to them [e].°> Now r- 
cadius and Honorius, confidering with our Cicere, 
that examples of fuch severity were neceffary to deter 
others from the like praéfices, enlarged by a certain 
att the notion of e/e Majefty or Treafon to an almoft 
boundlefs extent ; whence the delinquent’s fos were 
not only of courfe ruined by the confifcation of 
their father’s eftate, but exprefsly declared incapable 


of all inheritance and bequeft whatfoever. But 
thefe Emperors confidering again the cruelty of 
punifoing the innocent children for their parents 
crimes, and upon earneft follicitation, no doubt, 
Sufpended the execution of the a&t fo far as related 
to them, and to all thofe befides who were not pro- 


[c] Life of Cic. v. 2. p. 452, 
55. Sororis tuae filiis quam 
diligenter confulam, fpero te— 
cogniturum. Qua in caufa ma- 
jorem habeo rationem tuae vo- 
luntatis, —— quam—conj{tantiae 
meae. Ep. ad Brut. i. 1g, 
Now we have already fhewn, 
that the execution of the a& 
was in fact fufpended as far as 
it related to Lepidus himjelf; 
and therefore Cicero might 
have fpared himfelf all this 
trouble in contriving jome me- 
thod to exempt the children from 
the legal effects of the decree of 
the Senate, fo far as to prevent 
their being involved in the ruin 
of their father’s fortunes. Mid. 
Ep. of::Czc. ip. 164.) not. 281 
The Dr. would have done well 
to explain what method this 
could poffibly be in the Roman 
Republic; if Lepidus was ab- 
felutely adjadged an enemy by 


a vote, which confifcated his 
eftate. Brutus, on the other 
hand, drops a hint of a method 
of like nature, which ought to 
have been reconciled to the 
practice of the Republic. Po- 
teft abs te expediri, ut aliqua 
pars militum iftinc mittatur no- 
bis, vel /eereto confilio adverfus 
Panfam, vel aétione in Senatu. 
Ep. Brut. ii. 5. —*‘* Either by 
“‘ fome fecret management a- 
“* gainft the will of Panja, or 
“* by a motion in the Senate.” 
Mid. Ep. of Cic. p. 11. Now 
the Sophift feems to have 
thought, that the forces of the 
Republic could be deftined to 
Brutus by a fle& june or 
privy council of Senators, as 
well as by the collefive body 
of the Senate; which notion he 
probably derived from the prae 
ctice of later polities. 
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y accomplices in the fact [d].—We may far- 
her obferve, that Cicera ae es fome ig 
maxims 5 fuch as the definition of pardon, which 
is, ** to overlook the punifhment of an offence ;” 
and whereas the Letter to Oéfavius afferts in theft, 
“6 that HD two evils, fince the greater ig to Be 
‘© avoided, the lefs is to be chofen;’’ the Letter to 
Brutus aflerts in hypothefi, ** that there was not fo 
‘¢ much evil in erecting a ftatue to Lepidus, as 


© there was good in RUBE, it down [e].”’ 
There is nothing more dif ftinéuithing in the 


ceronian com potion, than fuch a thorough view 
.* y) 
and mafterly comprehenfion of the falseee as de- 


} oat 1 Te ‘athe. =r raittn eT 
ciares Itiel, NOt ONnTY~ 12) SS Webel {s, ie picuity, Ce- 
lerity and exuberance both of fentiment and ex 
ee 1 4 yer 1+ £ “HA AY! <r uae 
pre Hobs but in natural conception, orderly di 
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onl. aaa Sn bn har Ale? ieee el eee ee ae a 
bution, and inimitable artifice and eaiineis of tranf 
ipeye Ne anand PR eee Sete y ey Lane oo Vi cs he - | Goal 
tion. Cicen 0 S A ECL CES pai ticulai 3 W i VEIE 1e! O1 Dil- 


a . pS Cees pes Boece j t2 . 
finefs or compliment, confift of a plan, and intro- 
° wets | £ = $ rs ms > 
duce one incident upon another by a fecret, but 
[2] Quifquis—f{celeftam ini- ¢as vel amicitia nefarium cri- 
erit factionem, ——de nece« men admittunt. Peccata igi- 
virorum illuftrium — cogit tur fuos teneant auctores 3 nec 


uidem, ut pote. ma- ulterius progrediatur metus, 


jefatis veUus, gladio feriatur, quam reperiatur delidtum. Hoc 
jus omnibus fifco nofiro ad- fngulis guibulque judicibus inti- 

Filii vero ejus—(in meter, Ib. tit. 47. 1. 22. 
syni, hoc eft, bere- (e] Sceleris poenam praeter- 


ditarii criminis exempla metuun- mittere—eft quod vocatur ig- 
tur)—heredita rte ac fucceffione nofcere.——Nec tamen tantum 
habeantur alieni, teflamentisex- in ftatuenda Lepidi ftatua fa- 
traneorum nihil capiant. Cod.]. ¢tum eft mali, quantum in ever- 
g. tit. 8.1. 5. Sancimus, ibieffe tenda boni. ip. ad Brut.i. 15. 
poenam, ubi et noxia eft. Pro- = duobus autem malis, cum 
pinquos—procul a calumnia fub- fugiendum majus fit, levius eft 
movemus, quos reos fceleris fo- eligendum, Ep. ad Oéiay 
cietas non facit. Nec enim adfini- 


fubftantia 


ntla 


between CICERO and M. BRUT US. 376 


w/ 4 


fubftantial tye of ftrict confecution or plaufible re- 
femblance ; and even when he would at any time 
infinuate what he cannot expre/s, he ufually con- 
nects it with fomething of fuch /ymilar nature, that 
his intelligent correfpondent is never at a lofs to 


underita ate him. Thus h 


e writes to Atlicus con- 


cerning Pompey’s fending a divorce to his wife 
Wiel in and imme ediately fubjoins the ftory of P. 
Clodius’s olsksagae iz in difguife at the rites of Bona 


3, 


> 


Dea, which were celebrated in Cefar’s houfe, whence 
Plutarch might collect from Chee as E’piftles if reat 
caufe ot Mucia’s divorce [ f ]. Givers often values 


J fp 


himfelf upon his fingular and eftablifbed economy of 
1 
{ 


diftribution, as 
departing from it 


Zz 
the incidents, w hich 


and takes notice of his 


vnen he 1s to purfue minutely 
h heenk ad crowded together 


in a confufed and hafty Letter [¢]. The judicious 
Editors of thefe Letters have hence taken the oc- 
cafion of dividing them in numerous inftances, and 


e 
they may be dicohtl ed 
caufe oneal many 
Cicero's manner. either | 


repea ited against the 


in 
Op 
la 


[f] Divortiam Muciae ve- 
hementer probatur. P. Clodi- 
um-—credo te audiffe, cum 
vette muliebri deprehenfum do- 
mi C Caefaris, cum pro po- 
pulo fieret. Ep. ad Att.1 12. 

‘ 
* x ae n aitin yer 
yeanla:. Plut. in Pomp, 641. 
An vero Plutare es Henle lo- 
€um notavit in Pompeio {cri- 
bens, cau! fam hujus divortit re- 
Jatam efle in epiftolis Cicero- 
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naee initances ftill; be- 
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would, difagreeably to 


be  difpoted without art, or 
xe obvious rules of art. If the 


stacy? i 
nis; quae utique hic non expr2- 
mitur. Popma in loc, Ep. ad 
a > 


= ¥ Ue | 
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few fcattered to Brutus {till remaining were tried 
by this teft, we fhould have little reafon to com- 
plain of their paucity ; though Brutus probably 
would be complaining of their /Lortne/s. For be- 
fides an utter want of the Ciceronian economy in 
their whole conftitution, the /econd Letter of the 
more claffical colleétion begins with a long detail 
of affairs relating to Deladella, paffes on to the ex- 
pottulation about C, Axtony, the prifoner, requires 
farther advices and mentions other affairs concern- 
ing Doeladella, and returns to the expoftulation with 
recollected vigour. The zext Letter is introduced 
with a flight mention of the condu&é of the Confuls 
before Modena, telling us, that Brutus was already 
acquainted with the events of the battle ; and after 
dropping a fufpicion concerning Offavius and re- 
citing the city-news at large, efpecially the trium- 
phant glory of Cicero, relates the death of the Con- 
fuls and the moft notorious events of the battle, 
concluding at length with fome more city-news [A]. 
As to the fiyle of thefe Letters; the Vindicator 
declares very roundly, though with little confiften- 
cy, as we have already obferved, that a// arguments 
drawn from ftyle are of too loofe and precarious a 
nature, to bave any great weight in queftions of this 
fort; there being no fettled rule or criterion, to 
which we can apply them, but the different tafte and 
judgment of different men [i]. In much the fame 
{train the Sophifts in writing and reafoning of old 
times were ufed to fay, that there is a Settled rule 
or criterion of the principles of eloquence or {ci- 
ence, fo which we can apply them, but the different 


l 


‘ 


| ae 


Ep. ad Brut. i. z, 13. [7] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 114. 


between Cicero andM. BruTus. yes 


tafte and judgment of different men [k\. But Gellius 
and feveral of his learned acquaintance, difcerning 
readers of P/autus’s comedies, would not, in their 
reception of the dubious ones, truft fo much to the 
eftablifhed catalogues and editions, as to the ge- 
nuine humour and character of Plautus’s ftyle. By 
the fame criterion Varro, a much more antient and 
fufficient judge, afferted to Plautus feveral comedies, 
which paffed under other names ; and deprived 
him of fome, which paffed under the fame name, 
really belunging to one Plautius, and therefore car- 
rying the ambiguous title of Plauti fabule [1]. 
In like manner Petrarch was fure, that the books 
of Academical Difputations, of which he had pro- 
cured a copy under the falfified title In praife of 
Philofophy, mutt be Cicero’s; and Manutius was 
fure, that the Epiftle to Oavius could not be Ci- 


[£] Sed in omni re difficil- 
limum eft, formam (quod ya- 
exxtne Graece dicitur) expo- 
nere optimi: quod aliud aliis 
videtur optimum. —— Varia 
enim funt judicia.— Quid eft, 
quo praefcriptum aliquod aut 
formulam exprimas? Hac 
ego religione non fum ab hoc 
conatu repulfus; exiftimavique 
in omnibus rebus effe aliquid 
optimum, etiamfi lateret: id- 
que ab eo poffe, qui ejus rei 
guarus effet, judicari. Cic. Orat. 
c. tt. Nihil cognofci, nihil 
percipi, nihil fcire pofle dixe- 
runt.—Opznionibus et inftitutis 
omnia teneri; nihil veritati re- 
Jinqui. Acad. Difp. 1. 1. c. 13. 

[/j Verum effe comperior, 
quod quofdam bene literatos ho- 
mines dicere audivi, qui ple- 


rafque Plauti comoedias curiofe 
atque contente leétitaverunt, 
non indicibus Aelii, nec Sedi- 
giti, nec Claudii, nec Aurelii, 
nec Accii, nec Manilii fuper 
his fabulis, quae dicuntur am- 
biguae, credituros; fed ipfi 
Plauto moribu/que ingenii atque 
finguae ejus. Hac enim indicii 
norma Varronem quogue effe u- 
{um videmus. Nam—alias pro- 
bavit, adductus /y/s atque facetia 
Jermonis Plauto congruentis ; 
eafque jam nominibus aliorum 
occupatas Plauto vindicavit.— 
In eodem libro Varronis—{cri- 
ptum eft, Plautium fuiffe quem- 
plam poetam comoediarum, cu- 
jus quoniam fabulae Plauti in- 
fcriptae forent, acceptas effe 
quafi Plautinas. Gell. Noét. 
Atty Lg.ie.g; 

cero's 
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cero’s, by the fettled rule ** of the divine eloquence 
«¢ of his ftyle, which was not imitable by any [m].” 
Now it is confeffed, that the exps ‘efion of the /a- 
fpetied Letters, under Cicero’s name, is fomewhat 
different from that of bis other Epifiles, which 
may be charged to a difference e of the fubjec? , that 
one of thefe Letters is fight as well as /bort, but 
for that reafon more agreeable to the ftiuation of 
Brutus ; and that another is written 7” fuch a man- 
ner as might be expected from one wr tting, as Cicero 
fays, in bafte and in a crowd [nu]. The Vindicator 
may be eafily convinced, by making the experi- 
ment upon Crcero’s other Lpifiles, and efpecially 

[ itles to Atticus, which were generally written 
in great hafte, that they defpite fuch forry apo- 
log eS, es unifort nly bear the certain Ciceroniant 
marks of matterly thought, beautiful expreffion, and 
flowing eafe and celerity, if not SOD IOHIDAD of pe- 
riod, Nay, we may fometimes even here obferve 
the very red hnelesa of his guvenile fancy, which 
is almoft invariably diffufed through all his Ora- 
tions, from the celebrated defence of 8. Rofcius of 
Ameria, made in pn 24%) vear. tOuthe Second Pbhi- 
lippic: this oration, ss t was written in that 
decline of life se after a difcipline and experience 
of more than thirty years, ftill wanting the cor- 
rection of the founder judgment of his friend Ay¢i- 


CUS [a]. 


~ 


a Quifn< am effet (dit er | in- @% 2 maeuurnens intelligo. 
A 


eertus, effe autem Ciceronis fty- anut. in Ep, ad Odtav. 

tus indicio erat. Fuit enim coe- (x) Mid. Pr ef. Daf pris, 
teftis viri illius eloquentia, imi- 101. Ep. of Cie. p.28. not. 8. 
tabilis nulli. Petrach. rer. fen. [o] Nofttruti opus tibi pro- 


I. 15. Ep. 1. Epiftolam ad bari laetor: ex quo aby ipfa 
Odavium——Ciceronis non efle pofnifti, quae mihi forentiora 


Bur 
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Bur the lively imagery and figurative fplendor, 
which equally animate and adorn the whole body 
of Cicero’s writings, are intirely wanting in the 
Letters to Brutus. ‘The Sophift can never once at- 
tain to the pitch of a laudable metaphor ; though 
he endeavours to make amends by fome vulgar an- 
tithefes, the feeble efforts and fcanty etd oes of 
a labouring and unfurnifhed imagination. He be- 
gins his Letter of condolence with the low artifice 
of telling Brutus, ** that he knows him to ftand 
<< in no need of confolatory applications ;”” but im- 
mediately fpoils the compliment by exprefling “ a 
<< avifp, that Brutus was able to be his own Phyfi- 
‘¢ cian.’ The affemblage and variety of oppofi- 
tions is moft admirable. I thould perform,” 
fays Cicero, °* the fame office, which you performed 
Soci bie lofs, of comforting you by letter, did not 
¢ J know, that you cannot want thofe remedies 
‘cin your grief, with which you relieved mine: 
<¢ and I with, that you may wow cure your/elf 
‘¢ more eafily than you ¢hen cured me[p].” ‘FI 


99 


Ihe 


fant vifa tuo judicio. Ep. ad medeare. Ep. ad Brut. i. 9g, 
Att. xvi. 11. ‘‘ The Oration Dr. M. tra antlates the latter fen- 


“* fhews, that in thedecline of tence; ‘‘ I wifh pay that you 
«© life, Cicero had loft no fhare ‘* ma ly cure your felf now more 
of that fire and fpirit, with ‘* eafily, than at that time | 
<¢ which his earlier productions ‘* cured myfelf.” P.1i11. Tob- 
‘© are animated.” Life of Cic. ferved, that ue s. Letter of 
v. 2. p.320. See v.1. p.37, confolation did not perform the 
38. leaft cure upon Cicero. De 


[p] Fungerer Officio, quo tu 
functus es in meo luéctu, teque 
per literas confola nif {ci 
rem, his rem otaih RB B A 
dolorem tu levafies 3, te in tuo 
non egere: ac velim facilius, 
quam tunc mihi, nunc tibi tute 


Sits 


Bruti ad me literis;~—- prudenter 
{criptae: fed nihil quo me adju- 
varent. Ep. ad Att. xii. 14. 
The fufpected Cicero goes on; 
Accufaflime——gravioribus ver- 
bis quam ¢ua confuetudo ferebat 
But Brutus’s Letter was written 


fame 
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fame antithetical colour is fpread over the whole 
piece. ‘* You imagined me,” fays he, “* to bear 


ee 


ee 


©¢ others: 


** fore the people: 


my affliction with more foftnefs than became 2 
man, efpecially one who was ufed to comfort 
but my part was then only to act 
agreeably to duty and nature; your part is now 
to be acted, as we fay, upon the {tage and be- 
it would be ftrange in a 
man, efpecially fo great an ane as you, not to be 
able to do himfelf what he had advifed to others - 


€¢ 

a it leaft of all becomes oze, by whom other 
“ people are made the ftouter, to betray any want 
«ce 


of courage him/elf :———to grieve with modera- 
** tion to others is ufefu 


l, to you neceffary [4].” 


He returns in the end to the fame {cheme of com- 
pliment, with which he fet out, and fays with no 
more modefty than became him; “ I fhould write 


a¢ 


more if this was not already too much to you [7].?? 


The like trifling affectation appears in the fecond Let- 
ter, which upon the news of Dalabella’s fending five 


with great texdernefs and hy- 
manity. Bruti literae {criptae 
€t prudenter et amice, multas 
mihi tamen /acrimas attulerunt 
Ep. ad Att. ib. 13. On the 
contrary, Brutus, whofe cor- 
refpondence with Cicero began 
when the latter was Procon{u] 
of Cilicia, had generally writ- 
ten to him 4Aitherto in an yn- 
ananner ly, churkifh, and arrogant 
ftrain. Ib. vi. 1. 3. We have 
mentioned the reafons of Brz- 
tus’s complaints, p. 88, etc. 
{¢] Cum enim mollius tibi 
ferre viderer, quam deceret 
virum, praefertim eum, qui ali- 


os confolari foleret;— Ac mihi 
tum—ofhicio folum erat et na- 
turae, tibi nunc populo et fce- 
nae, ut dicitur, ferviendum eft. 
Eit enim alienum tanto 
viro, ut es tu, quod alteri prae- 
ceperit, id ipfum facere non 
poffe. Minime decet pro- 
pter [per] quem fortiores ceteri 
fumus, eum ipfum animo de- 
bilitatum videri.— Dolere — 
modice, ceteris utile eft, tibi 
neceffe eft. Ep. ad Brut. i. 15. 

[~] Scriberem plura, nifi ad 
te haec ipfa nimis multa effent, 
tbid- 


Cohorts 
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Cohorts into the Cherfone/e, breaks out into a puffy 
exclamation ; ‘¢ What,” fays Cieero, does the man 
*¢ abound then fo much in forces, that he, who 
‘* was faid to be flying out of Afia, fhould attempt 
“* to turn upon Europe; and what can he pretend 
** to do with jive Coborts, when you have five 
“¢ Legions, &c. [s}?” 

The inftances of unnatural or ambiguous con- 
ftruction, of low and almoft barbarous expreffion, 
cannot indeed be the proper fubje& of this difpute 


[¢]. There are lhkewife numerous imitations of 


[s] Adeone copiis abundat, 
ut is, qui ex Afia fugere dice- 
batur, Europam appetere co- 
netur? Quinque autem cohor- 
tibus quid fenam faturum ar- 
bitratus eft, cum tu eo quinque 
legiones—— haberes? Ib. Ep. 2. 

[¢] Quid /exam fa€turum ar- 
bitratus eft? Dr. M. here drops 
the zam without affigning any 
reafon. P. 88. Yet the fame dia- 
leét is ufed in the next Letter : 
Multitudinis——concurfis eft ad 
me factus. Eacum u‘que in Ca- 
pitolium deduétus, maximo—~ 
plaufu in roftris collocatus fum. 
Ep. 3. The Dr. again de- 
praves this reading by inferting 
tum. Ka cum—deductus, —tum 
-——collocatus fum. P.56. So 
that Cicero is placed in the Roffra 
by the people, which could not 

done more majorum by any 
other than a Magi/trate.——- 
Cum tu eo quinque legiones— 
haberes. Ep. 2. Manutius denies 
that there is any inftance of this 
ufe of the word eo in Cicero or 
any good Latin writer. I pro- 
duced an initance from a coun- 
terfeit Cicero. —~Confulem def. 
rurfum inclufum ¢, ubi fe— 


tueretur. Ep, adO@av. Quod 
{cribis me maximo otio egifle— 
Ep. ad Brut. i. 2, The Sophift 
meant to fay, _——‘‘ in a time of 
“* moft profound peace.” The 
Dr. makes him fay, ——‘* much 
“at my eafe.”P.g1. Manutius 
could colle& from the words 
no fenfe at all. Eftt——alienum 
tanto Viro, ut €8 tu, 1.€. guan- 
tusestu. Ep.g. Ex me au- 
tem illud eft, quod te velim 
habere cognitum, meum qui- 
dem animum iz aciem efle, 
neque re/pectum ullum quaerere. 
-——Majores autem partes ani- 
mi te Calllumque re/piciunt. Ib. 
li. 1. ‘The natural order is, 
Illud autem eft, quod teex me— 


The Dr. tranflates the latter. 


part; ““ My mind is wholly 
** intent on the war, nor cares 
‘* to attend to any other object. 
** —But the greateft part of my 
** attention is fixed upon you 
and Calis.” Pb. oa., h tile 
flate it; ‘* My mind wholly de- 
‘* pends on the army before A/o- 
** dena ; nor does it look for any 
“* other refort.—But the minds 
** of people fer the moft part look 
“* for refort in you and Caffus.” 

Cicero’s 
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Cicero’s 
Oration S anc 
and if our late 


An inftance of li ke Latinity Oc- 
curs ina following Letter; Ne 
animti partium Ca oie is— vehe- 
menter Commoverentur. Ep. 6. 
Both the paffa ges feem to be 
imitated he PA Dilippics. 
Non ut ex ea acie re fpeGum ha- 
beremus. Phil. xi. rz.) Alteri 
funt e mediis C. Caefaris parti- 


from 


bus. Vv. 12. Quoc cum [A nto- 
nio| vides hoe" tempore ipfo 
quod fit quant umque > certamen. 


Id profe¢ to nullum oa nift 


tum confervatus effet Antonius. 
Ep. ad Brut. ii. 7. The | fent iy 
ment, gramm a eg x preffed, 
we WwW e fhould not have Ax- 
“* tony to foke with now, if 

— had been ome time 
““ ago.” Haec ulto an- 
e profpiciens, am ex 
Italia, tum cum me veftrorum 
edictorum fama revocavit. Ib. 
i" TO, He litterally fays, 

“* That before he lett Italy, 
€6 1 


for making his voyage into 


** Greece, he forefaw Ofavius's 
eSrriit folence in demandin: g the 
** Confulfhip, etc. and that he 
“** was recalled into Jtaly 2 
“© the report of Brutus’s anc 
<4 ” 


Caffiuss edias. He pro- 
babl; VA to fay neither ; > at 
leaft the one is contrary to his 
own principles, the Dine to 
truth. Ep. ad Att. xvi. 7, Non 
ignoras, quam eg hoe animi 
hominum et infedti partibus, 


meant 


Odb/fervations on the Epis Tis 


genuine works, efpecially the Pbhilippic 
l familiar ae es, which ae to this 


e dili- 


sorrecior had mo 


compared the ie with the fate he 
. oe . 
would not have made Cicero’s 


hand ftill lefs di- 


exitus proeliorum. Ep. ad Brut. 
1. 14. He meant to be con- 
ftrued only exitus 
proeliorum.——Ciceronem me- 
um,——-ut fpero, videbo. [e- 
cum enim illum e¢ te in Italiam 
—venturum confido. Jb. 
T’he Dr. drops the words, 

as he well nay: 
dering 


> —- i Ncer ti 


et te, 
bat, confi- 
the author’s fize, we 
may perh: ips more probabl, y re- 
jlore them in another place. Ci- 
ceronem meum ne dimittas, /e- 
cumque adducas. Ep. 14. Edit. 
Junt.\~tecumque deducas. Mf. 
Balliol. — fceumtiia ducas. 
Fort.-——#¢ cumque et te ducas, 
The inflances of labour, trivial 
exacinefs, and heavy, but un- 
meaning periods, are almoft in- 
ble le. — Quaefivitque quid- 
mihi wideretur: arcefle- 
remufne te atque id tibi condu- 
cere putaremus,an tardare et com- 
morari te aida eflet. Ref 'pon- 
ci id quod fentiebam, et digni- 
tati et exiffimationi tuae maxi- 
me conducere Ep. 18. Is 
mihi vifus eft fufpicari, —~ali- 
quid a fuis, vel per fuos potias 
inimi cos ad te effe delatum ;— 
Si quis fecus ad tede eo fer ipfit, 
aut fi coram locutus eps —Ep.1. 
Si, aut quo die dixi Jententiam, 
pe rfecta effent, et non in diem 
ex die dilata, aut quo ex tempore 


numera 


nam 


y egies ut agerentur, Non 


lardata et procr aftinata j—ll. I. 


{cernible 
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icernible in the Letters, than I declared it to be [a] 


a 
re) 
e 


Raid 


One inftance deferves more particular diftin@tion, 


as it feems to be the laft effort of fophiftic fkill 


[w] Sed falutaris {feveritas 
wincit inanem speciem clementiae. 
Ep. i. 2.—This is a little va- 
ried from a noted paffage of 
the ¢rue Cicero, mentioned by 
Ammian. Marcellinus. Agebat 
autem haec, TzJ/ianum illud ad- 
vertens, quod /alutaris vigor 
vincit inanem fpeciem clementiae. 
Benpeth. 1 20.3 Coup. 

Hujus belli fortuna, wt in /e- 
cundis fluxas ut ia adverfis bo- 
na. Hp. ad Brut.i. 10.—Ita 
funt res noftrae, ut in fecundis 
fiuxae; ut iz adverfis borae. Ad 
Att. 1. 1 

Nottrae es meliore loco vide- 
bantur. Ad Brut. i. 3.—Puto 
vem meliore loco efie debere. Ad 
Att: Xiv. 17. 

Triduo vero aut quadriduo ante 
hanc rem pulcherrimam—— Ad 
Brut. ib. Cum =-—— hoc ¢ri- 
duo vel quatriduo trifis a Mutina 
fama manaret ; Phil. xiv. 6. 

Concur fus eftad me fadus.— 
Popularem me efile in populi fa- 
fute praeclarum eft. Ep. ad 
Brats ib Ad nos concurritur : 
feGique jamin re falutari po- 
pulares iumus. Fam. xii. 4. 

Municipem Suefanum—=tibi 
commendo, frugi hominem, et, 
fi quid ad rem pertinet, etiam 
locupletem. Ad Brut. ib. 8. 
Longe princeps municipii Lu- 
cenfis, bonus plane vir, —— 
tum etiam fortuna, fi quid hoc 
ad rem pertinet, ornatus. Fam. 
xml 73. 

Dolebam iz eam me urbem ire, 
quam tu fugeres, qui eam /ibe- 


raviffes, Ad Brut. ib. 10, ‘Te 


. 


2 


widi Veliz. Cedebas enim, 
Brute, cedebas, Ep. 15.——— 
Fundem vidi poflea Velie ce- 
entem Italia. -Cedere e pa- 
tria fervatorem ejus!——ut me 
puderet-—inz eam urbem redire, 
ex qua illi abirent. Phil. x, 4. 
In medio Achaico curfz, cum 
Etefiarum diebus auffer me iz 
Ttaliam, quafi diffuafor mei con- 
filii, retuliffet ;—— Ep. ad Brut. 
ib. 15.—-Cum me Etcfie, quafi 
boni céves, relinquentem Rem- 
publicam profegui noluerunt : 


au/lerque me—— Rhegium 
retulit. Fam. xii. 26. Cur 


ego ex ipfo curfx tam fubito re- 
vertifiem, Phil. ii. 30. 

Decrevi -etiam imperium, 
quod quanquam videbatur ili 
actati bonorifcam, tamen erat 
exercitum habenti neceffarium. 
Quid enim eft fine imperio exer- 
citus? Ep. ad Brat. ib. 15.— 
Qui poteft fieri, ut fine imperio 
teneatur exercitus ? Phil. xi, 8. 
Qui 4onos, quanguam ek magnus 
illa aetate, tamen ad necelfita- 
tem rerum gerendarum, non {o- 
lum ad diguitatem valet. Ib. 
v. 16. 

Mud valde xecefarium,—te 
in Ttaliam cum exercite venire 
quamprimum. Summa eft ex- 
pectatio tui: quod fi [taliam at- 
tigeris, ad te concurfus jict o- 
mnium. Sive enim wicerimus, 
tua nobis auoritate opus 
eit, ad collocandum aliguen: 
civitatis flatum: five etiam 
nunc certamen reliquum eft, ma- 
xima {pes eft cum in audoritate 


exhibiting 
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exhibiting in one view moft of its genuine and 
prime operations, affected ambiguity, falfified hi- 
ftory, and miftaken imitation. ** When D. Brutus,” 
fays our Cicero, ‘* was delivered from the fiege, 
<* and that moft joyous day had arifen to the city, 
«© which happened alfo to be his birth-day; I de- 
<* creed, that his name fhould be afcribed to that 
<¢ day in the Fa/tz, or public Kalendars [«].”? Firft, 
who would not hence collect, “ that the day, in 
‘© which D. Brutus was delivered from the fiege, 
<< happened likewife to be his birth-day [ y]?” 
Yet the Sophift either did not mean this, or was 
erofly miftaken ; for the day, in which the news of 
tua, tum in exercitus tui viri- Celeritate—opus eff, qua fi effe- 
bus.—Pulcherrime viceramus, mus ufty bellum nullum ha- 
nifi Lepidus perdere omnia—— beremus. Quo die, cum 
concupiviffet. Ep. ad Brut.ib. def. Confules non adeffent,—fi 
15.—Optamus, ut guamprimum ex eo tempore dies nullus inter- 
@ in Italia videamus——Per- miffus effet, bellum profecto nul- 
Juafum erat civitati,—te—in lum haberemus. ——Tumultum 


Ttaliam venire cum exercitu.——  cenfeo decerni.— Minimis m- 
Remp. nos habere arbitrabimur, mentis maximae inclinationes 


fi vos habebimus.—— Quod fi femporum fiunt. Phil.v. 10, 11, 
—vidis hoffibus noflris vene- 12, in fine. 

ritis, tamen auforitate veffra [x] Ego enim, D. Bruto li- 
Refp. exfurget, et in al/iguo fatu berato, cum laetiffimus ille civi- 
tolerabili confiftet:——-/in quid  tati dies illuxiffet, idemque ca- 


forte titubatum,—exercitu tuo fu Bruti natalis effet; decrevi 
niteremur.— Praeclare vicera- ut in faftis ad eum diem Bruti 
mus, nifi Lepidus recepiffet nomen adfcriberetur. Ep. ad 
Antonium. Fam. xii. 10. Brut. 1. 15 
Confulum——defderabam — [y] Decrevi, ut in faftis ad 
celeritatem, qua fi effent ufi, eum diem, quo vidtus effet ad 
jampridem Remp. recuperafé- Mutinam Antonius, Bruti no- 
mus. Omnia quae feverede- men  adfcriberetur. Manut. 
creta funt hoc tumultu, fiy—— in loc. ‘ When D,. Brutus 
quo die dixi fententiam, per- ‘‘ was delivered from the fiege, 
fetta effent, et non ia diem ex ‘‘ a day of all others the moft 
die dilata, ——Lellum jam nul- joyous to the city, and which 
lum haberemus.——-Non enim happened alfo to be his 
ignoras, quanta momenta fint in birth-day; etc.” Mid. Ep. 
Rep. temporum. Ad Brut.ii.1. of Cie. p. 153, 
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D. Brutus’s deliverance arrived at Rome, happened tO 
be his birth-day, that is, the Jixth or a Ctill more diftant 


J 3 a! se 
{ 
4 


day after he wasactually delivered from the fiege [z]. 
This perhaps was the very -reafon, why the Sophift 
wrapt his defcription in fuch a poetical difguife s 
“¢ when D. Brutus was delive hed: and that moft 
“¢ joyous day had arifen to the city, which hap- 
“© pened to be-his birth-day.2* Secon dly,, ¥ vas then 
the day, in which the news arrive: 1, and which 
happened to be D. Brutus’s birth-day,  ditti 
guifhed in the Kalendars; not the day, in which 
the deliverance was a tually obtained ? Again, 
the fact of afcribinge D. Brutu 
day or the other carries ftrong refemk 
gery: for the true Cicero, where he acquaints D. 
ye himfelf with circumftance of the news 
arriving upon his birth day, mentions not one fy]. 
lable of a decree for canonizing his name in the 
Kalendars, But was then the /fimple name of D. 
Brutus afcribed to any day in the Kavté 2 


2a C a s h f } Ar re 7 ; 1 t+ x c ot if; co : s {5 fim 
Phe Sophift here again betrays a confcioufnefs of 
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ficiently remote; the woman T.a- 
] eee ee, min Te 
rentia, of whofe biftory the old writers vive VAriOUs 


accounts the Common tradition beino Loa Je 


Romulus’s zourfe [a]. He might however have 


4 O 


e was 


fe] ] Nam 4 1¢ tuo natali vi@to- ces ad aram in Velabro facere 
xia nuntiata, in multa faecula foletis. Ep.ad Brut.i.rg. La- 
videbamus Remp. liberatam. ‘rentiae— plerumque Pontifites 
Ep. Fam. x1. 14. im Velabro, wbi Larentiae ara 

{a] Mid. Ep. ‘of Cie. p.161. et flatua erat, facrum anniver- 
not.19. In eoque fum ma- farium facere Solebant. Alex. 
jorum exemplum fecutus, qui ab Alex. Genial. Gickmal. 1. 
hunc honorem mulieri Laren- c.26. A/exander might pro- 
tiae tribuerunt, cui vos Pontif- perly make the relation; but 


re) 
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learnt from an example, which was probably before 
his eyes, that the aéfion or event, not the fimple 
name of the actor, was ufually recorded in the fa- 
fii, or the Kalendars, about the Ciceronian times [6]. 
Laftly, though Cicero barely decreed, that the name 
of D. Brutus fhould be afcribed to his birth-day in 
the Kalendars, yet his view in making the decree 
was, “ That a perpetual memorial of the moft ac- 
*¢ ceptable victory fhould be known, or extant in 
«© the Foffi ;” or, as he expreffes himfelf within a 
few lines; ‘* That there fhould be extant perpetual 
‘© monuments of the public hatred to their moft 
‘¢ cruel enemies [c].”. Whence it appears, that 
the word memoria, in the former pafflage, was ufed 
by the Sophift in the fignification.of a monument or 
yecord, to which he might be led PY ignorantly 
imitating the true Cicero, and by the current ac- 
ceptation of the word in the fo slowing ages [d]. 

it is iiranges that the Sophift enim volebam in crudeliffimos 
fhould think it neceflary toin- hofles monumenta odii publici 
form Brite of Larentia’s ca- fempiterna. Ep.ad Brut.i.ts. 


nonization, and the rites, which 
Brut: 
Sorm to her, 

[2] At enim adferibi juflt 
Zn fa/ftis,—‘ . C. Caefa a rl, Ditta- 
“© tori perpet uo M. Antonium 
“"of. popul hi juffu regnum de- 
** tuliffe,Caefarem uti noluiffe.” 
Phil. Esos Oo ob xak Aé- 
yer i hionriart THY nie- 
eo Nas Tn BAS tyeve E0Atoy. Ap- 
pian. De bell. civ. p. 505.—— 
Tdufque Martias parricidium no- 
minari. Suet. in Caef. in fine. 

(c| Notam effe ay faflis gra- 
tiflimae vid fempiternam 


her- 


1s himfelf was ufed to p 
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‘oriae femp 
memoriam volebadmasesEuaane 


Dr. M. here drops the word 
memoriam. Manutius,who found 
it in all his copies but ove, fays ; 
Hic in duabus vocibus, /empiter- 
mam memoriam, me quoque ha- 
ctenus, ut ingenue ant cum 
cet eris, veDean ExcAvr VE [As CAIs 
(@] An illa non grav riffimis i igno- 
mMinils monumenti/que hujus‘or ‘di- 
nis ad pofteritatis memoriam {unt 
notanda ? Phil.v. 6. Monumen- 
tum quam amplifliimum locan- 
dum Curent : —<-ut exter 
ad memoriam pofteritatis /empi- 
bsp ad fcelus crudeliffimo- 
um hoftium, militumque d:vi~ 
nam virtutem. Ib. xiv. in fine. 


Excep- 
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Except the Vindicator will give a better account 
of this paffage, he thould allow me to have taken 


the moft effectual way of 


attacking the Letters upon 


the article of fryle ; which, he fays, is to produce 
fome phrafes of a later origine and ufe, than the age 
of Cicero [e]. There is ftil] another phra/e in 
thefe Letters, which, in like Manner, is diftin- 
guifhed with all the marks of ‘imitation, miftake, 


and impropriety together. 


Cicero tells us, in the 


fame elaborate apology for himfelf, «« That after 
“* the death of Ce/ar and the memorable Ides of 
°° March, the inftrument or regifter of the govern- 


“* ment, was carried dow 


n to Lepidus and Antony 


[f/f]. The Tranflator indeed thinks, that this was 
all the equipage of Kingly power, which was left 
Jill, not carried to Lepidus and Antony [¢]3 but 
perhaps we may beft explain the copy by recurring 
to the original in Appian, who relates exprefsly, 
“* that the very night after Cefar was killed, his 
** treafure and the records of the government were 
** carried down to Antony’s houfe ; whether by An- 
‘* fony’s command, or becaufe Cefar’s wife was 
** willing to depofite them with the Conful for 


Our Cicero, in the fame 
Letter, has; Cum fe nondum 
ne D. quidem Bruti divina vir- 
tus ita commoviffet ; J. Ma- 
rathus libertus etiam in memo- 
riam ejus—tradit, Suet. in Aug. 
c. 79. Vid. -Cafaub. in loc, 
Etiam memoria nominis ejus 
erafa eft. La&. de mort. per- 
fec. ¢.3,  Longinus pafles a 
cenfure upon P/ato, for the 
guaintne/s of the thought in 
calling tables or books of public 


record, which were made of 
Cyprefs, Cyprefi-memories. T% 
4 OF aAKa Sevog Wau $ Tag 
dares Séawy eiorsiv, * VeaWevles,” 
Qnotv, ** zy Tobs tepois Grows, xy- 
** wrest lives pinuas’. De Sue 
blim. § 4. 

[e] Mid. Pref. Diff p. II. 

[/] Poft interitum Caefaris, 
———inftrumentum regni dela- 
tum ad Lepidum et Antonium. 
Ep. ad Brut. i, re, 


[g} Mid. Ep. of Cic. p. 149. 
Cc 2 ‘© their 
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<¢ their better { 
us with more exactnefs u 


fecurity [4].”’ The Sophift himfelf tells 
inder Brutus’s name, ‘* that 


<< Antony in particular took the occafion of making 
“ himflf a King, from receiving Ce/ar’s Caan 


<< the inftrument of 


we may defend Appia 


the government [2}.” 
by candidly fuppofing him 


Now 


VW 
Meak of Ce/ur’s celebrated aéfs or commentaries 
to {peak of ie ebrated aéis or commentaries, 


Pave 
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Avlwy 3 

fA aPeexons, ere Te A ViWVbS HE 
rivowilos. Appian. De bell. civ. 
Pr 59 debits, Sil : 

{z] Quod fr Antonius ab alio 
relictum regni inftrumentum oc- 
cafionem regnandi habuit:— Ep. 

6 


Brut.i. 4. ‘* For if Axtony took 
** the enfigus of Royalty, left 
“© him by another Pion Mid. Ep. 
of Cic. p. 75. The Dr. does not 
explain, 
were, which, being 
left to Antony ih 1efar, gave 


fon of ma k- 


“iy 
Lve 


Succeffors, 


or the equipage 
|; and, in the life of one of his /ate/ft Em- 


Ww LG thefe enfigns of 


fine occafion of exercif fing 


r 


his Tranfcriber feems to 


the rationarium imperil, 


which Auguftus, when he 


government, delivered 


senate and the M: iftr is and actually left 


y feale ed up, 


irefull 


ed with =, own hand [(k). 


fame Hiftorian means a quite different thing 


of Kingly 


ing himfelf a King. 
[4] De reddenda Rep. bis 
cogitavit : cum etiam Ma- 
giltratibus ac Senatu domum 
accitls rationarium imperii tra- 
didit. Suet. in Aug. c. 28. 
Teflamentum duobus codi- 
cibus, partim ipfius, partim li- 
bertorum — manu fcriptum,— 
cum tribus fignatis aeque volu- 
minibus protulerunt. — Tertio 
[vol umine ] breviarium  totius 
imperli, quantum militum fub 
fignis ubique effet, quantum pe- 
cuniae in aerario et fifcis, et ve- 
étigaliorum refiduis. Ib. in fine. 
[/] Cum et Alexandria ca- 
pta nihil praeter unum myrrhi- 
num calicem ex inftrumento 
regio retinuerit. Ib. ¢.71. 


perors 


oy 
5 
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perors, exprefsly calls the other za/frumentum 1m- 
perii; in allufion to which he relates, ‘* that 7. 
“© Vefpafian made an inftrumentum imperii of the 
“* greateft beauty and antiquity, by reftoring the 
“¢ three thoufand brafs-tables, which had _ perifhed 
‘¢ in the burning of the Capitol, together with 
‘¢ their infcriptions collected from a great variety 
‘* of copies, and containing all the treaties between 
*¢ the Romans and their allies, almoft from the firft 
‘* foundation of the city [m].”? If we defcend ftill 
lower; the iuffrumentum plenariae fecuritatis was 
written in the time of the Emperor Fu/liaian, when 
the Latin tongue was beginning to degenerate into 
Italic {n|;, and inftrumentum is the general name 
of any written deed in the Inftitutes [0]; a book, 
which would fuffer little by a comparifon with our 
Ciceronian Epittles, in point of either good compo- 
fition or purity of ftyle. 

Secondly, Brutus, we find, as well as Cicero, 
had ufed the word zu/trumentum in the fingular 
fignification of a writing or record; and there does 
not only appear to be an artificial collufion of thefe 


two Correfpondents, with regard to the mention of 


hiftorical facts; but ‘* their Letters of each book 


(m] Aerearumque tabularum 
tria millia, quae fimul confla- 
graverant, reftituenda fufcepit, 
undique inveftigatis exemplari- 
bus, inftrumentum imperil pul- 
cherrimum ac vetuftiflimum, 
quo continebantur paene ab ex- 
ordio urbis Senatufconfulta, 
Plebifcita de focietate et foedere 
ac privilegio cuicunque conceflis. 
Jb. in Vefpafian. c. 8. 

(2) Inftrumentum plenariae 


fecuritatis An. 38. Juftiniani 
Imp. fcriptum——-compofitum 
eft A. C. 564. qua aetate lin- 
gua Latina jam in Italicam de- 
{cifcere incipiebat, ut notatum 
Salmafio, Obferv. ad jus Attic. 
p. 174. Fabric. Bibl. Lat. v. 1. 
p- 190. not. 6. 

[0] Si icriptum in zzfrumento 
fuerit.  ‘Infuty 13. ar: 20. 
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390 Odfervations on the EpistTies 
** refpectively difcover a general famenefs of re- 
** flection and fometimes Ciceronian imitation, and 
** are drawn in a ftyle and manner of colouring 
perfectly fimilar, even in impropriety, as evi- 
“* dently coming from the fame hand, or elfe 
<* copied from ifs fame original.” Cer in 

1 an apologetical Letter, which precedes the period 
of Brutus’s accufation, makes a declaration con- 
cerning himfelf; ‘© That he had not only rendered 
** every thing to the Republic, which might be 
** expected from the man, fide elity, diioeace, a 
** love of his country ; but the prudence, which 
‘© might be expected from the principal Senator 
(p}.? Brutus, where he expref fles his firft appre- 
henfions concerning Ofavius , puts Cicero in mind 
of his ¢ iting utbority in the Senate, which 
‘* ought to be maintained not only with i integrity, 

but prudence [q].” If Brutus can obferve upon 
Cicero’s railing Ofavius for the pulling down 4n- 
tony, ** that the dread of future danger is of {tronger 
** operation than the memory of paft [r] :’? Cicero 
can return the compliment by obferving, “ that 


5 
f; 
Cf il 


fp] Omnia, Brute, praettiti [9] Nibil adverfi evenire 
Reipublicae ;——— nec illa mado, potef?, in quo non cum omnium 
quae nimirum fola ab homine cu/pa tum praecipue tua futura 
funt poftulanda, fidem, vigilan- fit: cujus tantam auctoritatem 
¢iam, patriae caritatem:——~ Senatus efle patitur : 
Ego autem ei, qui fententiam quam tu non folum bene fen- 
dicat zz principibus de Repu- tiendo, fed etiam prudenter 
blica, puto etiam prudentigm effe tueri debes. Ep. Brut. i. 4, 
praciandam. Ep.ad Brut.ii. 1. Nullam calamitatem Refp. ac- 
~——Nec folum fidem meam, cipere pofiit fine culpa Senatus. 
quod fortaffe videatur fatis effe, Phi 1. ibid. 
fed in principe civi non eft fa [ry] At vide quam diligentiug 
tis, curam, confiliurn, vigilan- homines metuant, quem memi- 
dramnque pracftabo, Phil. vii. 7, nerint. Ep. Brat. i. 16. 
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<¢ people are more liberal in danger than grateful 
€¢ after fuccefs [s].’’ Their jealoufies on both fides, 
in a feries of many Letters, arife from the fame re- 
flections upon ‘* the infirmity of Oéfavius’s age, 
“¢ the influence of evil counfels, the wantonnels of 
‘* power and the purfuits of falfe ambition [¢].” 
Laftly, Cicero proves againft Brutus, *< that Lepi- 
«¢ dus’s children fhould fhare their father’s punifh- 
‘¢ ment, from the practice of antiquity, of all ci- 
‘* ties, and particularly the city of Athens [u).” 
Brutus proves againft Cicero, “* that Offavius 
*¢ fhould fuffer the fate of the tyrant Ce/ar, his 
«* father, from the conftant ufage of the cities of 
SGPT ecce tite 

TuoucuH Brutus contributes a very {mall num- 
ber of Letters to this collection, yet he could not 
intirely forbear imitating Cicero; whence he has 
happily enabled us, in fome places, to revindicate 
his right reading, and difcern his genuine fenfe 
fy]. He fays to Cicero, with fome little confufion 


[s] Sed nefcio quomodo faci- tiam incendere _poffint. 
lius in timore benigni, quam Caefarem honoribus, quos ac- 
in vittoria gratl reperimur. ceperit, extraordinariis fore con- 
Ep. ad Brut. ib. 15. tentum. Ib. Ep. 4. 

(z] Flexibilis aetas, multique {w] Videtur illud effe cru- 
ad depravandum parati, dele, quod ad liberos poe- 
fplendore falfi honoris objeéto. na pervenit. Sed id et anti- 
Ibid. Ep. 18. Utinam fo- quum eft, et omnium civitatum: 
rentem et honoribuset gratiare- fiquidem etiam Themittocli li- 
gere ac tenere poflimus. Ep.3. berieguerunt. Ep.ad Brut.i. 1s, 

Neque temeritatem pueri [x] Cum in Graecis civita- 
putet extimefcendam efle. Ep.  tibus liberi tyrannorum, oppref- 
Brut. lb. 17. Quafinon liceat fis illis, eodem fupplicio affici- 
traduci ad mala confilia corru- antur. Ep. Brut. ib. 16, 
ptum largitionibus animum.— __[y] Neque digniorem 
Infinite tribuere potentibus, nominare potes quam Bibu- 
quae cupiditatem et arrogan- lum. De Domitio et Apuleio 
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392  Obfervations on the EPIsTLEsS 
of ideas indeed; ‘* I am afraid concerning the 
<¢ Confulfhip, left your Cz/ar fhould think himfelf 
*¢ railed fo high by your decrees, that, if he is 
«¢ made Conful, he will not thence delocatl again 
‘¢ into the condition of a private citizen [z].”” The 
franflator by the help of a correction, makes him 
my argutely fay; ** I am in pain about the Con- 
“* fulfhip: left Czefar fhould think himfelf raifed 
“¢ higher ak by your decrees, than it would 
** be, from his prefent height, to be advanced ftill 
“¢ to a Conful.” But as Brutus’s pain about the 
Confulfhip in particular muft rather abate in pro- 
poee to the fmallnefs of the afcent from Ofa- 
vius’s prefent height ; fo Brutus appears, from a paf- 
faze of the original Cicero, to be in pain about 
what Oéfavins would do when he was become 
actual Conful. Cicero, {peaking of this fame Con- 
falthip, “* Whereas, fays he, fome, who envy Cz- 
s* far, pretend to be afraid, left being raifed by 


quid attinet me ee P—— 47m} e cogar, Japienter—— 
Sed Apuleius in fua epifiala ce- praecipis. Fam. xi. 21. 
lebrabitur oh Brut 1.7. Dr. [z] Timeo de Confulatu, ne 
Mid reads; Sed Domitius infua Caefar tuus altius fe adfcendiffe 
epiftola cele Biabiiit P, 80. But putet decretis tuis, quam inde, 
he did not pay fufficient re- fi Conful faétus fit, defcenfu- 
card to a fimilar paflage in rum. Ep. Brut. ib. 4. The 
Cicero. Idem in M. pete) fa- Dr. here likewife changes de- 
cere debe tis, —— adjt agend luf- Scenfurum into adfcenfurum, ob- 
que eft Q.] Piao Nam ferving that ‘‘ the common 
de M. 4Apuleio eae bee cs reading gives a turn quite fo- 
veferendum PI Nee 2 O “ reign to Brutus’s meaning.” 
magnam flultitiam timoris, id Ep. otf Cie. p.79. not.5. But 
ipfum, q quod verearis, ita ca- Brutus had only miftaken in the 
were, ut cum vitare fortaffe po- difpofition of his words, which 
tueris, u/tro arceffas. Ep. Brut. is more naturally, quam, fi 
ib.17. Quod mihi praecipis, Conful faétus fit, inde de/cen/u- 
Bt ¢aveam, ne timendo magis rum. 


°* our 
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6s gyr honours he would not ufe them with mode- 
<¢ ration, but run riot in his power; there is no 
‘© manner of ground for even a fufpicion of that 
*¢ fort [¢]”—Brutas again, with his ufual awk- 
wardnefs, fays concerning Cicero, ‘* He may be 
‘¢ afhamed of the condition of a Confular perfon, 
“<< fuch as Cicero’s 1s, who is no farther Confular than 
‘¢ the very name[b}.? Cicero likewife obferves to 
Plancus, ‘* that in the troublefome times of the 
<¢ {tate many have been Con/uls in name, but no 
*¢ one was accounted really Confular, who did not 
“« manifeft a difpofition to confult the public good 
‘© [¢].??— Brutus, in another place, tells Cicero him- 
felf; <“* That no body wondered at his a&ting 
<¢ againtt Antony, becaufe fuch a Conful feemed of 
“< courfe to promife fuch a Confular [d] :’? Cafius 9, 
tells him, in the familiar Epiftles, <* that he the 
“¢ oreateft Confular had out-done even himfelf the 
“¢ greateft Conful [¢].”,-—-— We may farther take 
notice, that Brutus has derived a tincture of idiotifm 


NY ee ad 


[a] Nam quod 11, qui Cae- 
fari invident, fimulant fe ti- 
mere, ne verendum quidem eft, 
ut tenere fe poflit, ut moderari, 
ne honoribus noftris e/atus intem- 
perantius fuis opibus utatur. 
Phil. v. 18. 

[4] Pudeat concupifcere for- 
tunam, cujus nomen fufceperit, 
Confularis, ut Ciceronis eft. 
Ep. Brot: 17172" The'Dr. yeads; 
Pudeat concupifcere fortunam, 
cujus nomen fufceperit. An Con- 
fularis hoc; an Ciceronis eft? 
** It is a fhame for any one, 
* to defire {uch a condition of 
§§ life, as he bas now taken upon 


“ himfelf.”—— This the Dr. 
takes to be moft agreeable to 
Brutus’s ftyle. Ep. of Cic. p. 
105. not: 10. 

[¢] Complures in perturba- 
tione Reip. Confules didi, quo- 
rum nemo Confularis habitus, 
nifi qui animo extitit in Remp. 
confularis. Ep. Fam. x. 6. 

[d] Refiftere Antonio Cice- 
ronem,—dquia ille Conful hunc 
Confularem merito praeftare vi- 
detur, nemo admiratur. Ep. 
Brut. t. 16, 

(e] Maximus Confularis ma- 
ximum Confulem te ipfe vi- 
citi, Ep. Fam, xii, 13. 
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mn ambiguity and impropriety from the communi- 


cation of 
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The former fays, 
in you, t 
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his correfpondent Cicero. 
That the caufe of Lepidus could not be di- 
ftinguifhed from Antony, i. e. Antony’s caufe [ f}:” 
“All other virtues are fo emi- 
that they may be compared with 


The latter 


“¢ any perfow of the Antients, i.e. with the virtues 


«¢ of any perfon [ge]. 
his receivii Ie a 


*—-Cicero makes mention of 
Letter, of which it is difficult to 


know whether Lentulus was the Bearer or the W7i- 


ter [hb]: 


Bruius \ikewife 
does not appear from the words 


receives a Letter, where 
, whether it was 


fent from Satrias and delivered by Tullius and Dezo- 


tarus, or the reverfe; 


nor whether this Dezotarus 


was a King or a Servant [7]. 


YET 


/ 


my dare word; 


ff] pes enim modo po- 


terat caufa L epidi diftingui a 


Antanio. 8 ad Brut. i.12. Dr. 
M. changes Aztonio mto Anta 
nil. Ep. of Cic. p. 116. 

(g] tre cum quokbet an- 


tiguorum comparar} poflint tuae 
virtutes. Ep. Brut. ib. 4. 
‘< That you may be compared 
‘© with any of the Antients.” 
Mid. ib. p. 75. 

[4] Literae mihi in Senatu 
redditae funt a Lentulo noftro. 
Ep. ad Brut.ii. 2. ‘* A Letter 
“* was delivered to me in the 
** Senate from our Lentulus.” 
Mid. ib. p. 19. This was the 
Letter-writer’s meaning, but.he 
rather fays, that Lentulus was 
the Bearer of the Letter. Mihi 
—literae tuae funt redditae, quas 


a 


a 


the Vindicator declares, that my objection 
of an identity of ftyle in the Letters depends upon 


and with equal juftice declares, 


dederas Demetrio. QF. 
- literas mifit, quae funt—— 
redditae. Ep. ad Att. xiv. 17. 

[27] Ab Satrio reddita eft 
mihi epiftola a Tullio et Deio- 
taro... Ep. Britt, Geog "A 
‘* Letter was delivered to me 
“* by Satrius,——-fiom Tullius 
<* and Deiotarus.” Mid. Ep. 
of Cie. p.85. But the Letter 
came from Satrius, and was 
delivered dy Tullius and Deio- 
tarus. For Satrius together 
with the advices of De/abella’s 
being routed fent his authority 
for this apocryphal news, a Greek 
Letter of one Cychereus. Grae- 
cam epiftclam tibi mifi Cy- 
cherei cujufdam ad Satrium 
miffam. 


that 


between Ci1cERO and M. Brutus. 395 


that while I infifted upon this identity of fiyle, 1 my- 
felf affirmed and endeavoured to prove the greateft 
difference [1.e. in ftyle] between the Letters, that 
can be imagined, between any of the moft different 
writers [k|. Now he himfelf accounts for this 
fuppofed identity of ftyle and fentiment by obferving, 
that z¢ could not be thought ftrange, if, in a feries of 
Letters between two great men of the fame age 
and city, fome fimilitude of expreffion or fentiment 
feould bappen to be found; notwithftanding all 
which, there might, upon the whole, be as great 
a difference, as can poffibly be expetted, from the 
different charatiers of the twa writers, and it is, 
fays he, this different /pirit, fo agreeable to the cha- 
vathers of the men, which makes the Letters them- 
Selves fo much admired by all, who read them with 
any judgment or attention [1]. 

As then the contradiction charged upon me va- 
nifhes by his own account, fo the! identity of /tyle 
and /fentiment difcernible in the Letters muft be 
thought very firange in the true Cicero and Bru- 
tus, who ftudied a manner of writing as different 
as pofible, and, after the warmeft altercation on 
the fubjec&t of compofition, each deaf to all con- 
viction continued ftill to purfue his own manner. 
But as to the matter of the Letters, I do ftill affert, 


that Cicero’s celebrated apology for himfelf detrays 


the wretched craft of the Sopkift, that it is blunder- 
ing, full of impertinence, and on thefe accounts only 
the moft trifling and contemptible in the whole col- 
lection [mw]. On the other hand, bratus’s famous 


[2] Mid. Pref. Dif. p. 116, —‘[/] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 116. 
U7. [w] Ep. ad Brut i. 15. 
Letter 
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Letter to Cicero, being formed upon the plan of 
Brutus’s genuine fentiments, as they are delivered 
by Plutarch, and turning wholly upon a fubjeét, 
which muft infufe eloquence into a mind capable of 
thinking at all, is defervedly admired by all who 
have any {parks of liberty in them [n]. When we 
have added to it the other famous Letter to Atticus, 
which 1s really pretty in the main, and animated, 
in like manner, with a Jorrowed fpirit and the ge- 
nerous fuggeftions of a favourable caufe [0]; we 
fhall have given the fum total of the Letters ad- 
mired by all, who read them with any judgment or 
attention. "The compofition-part of thefe two Let- 
ters, efpecially the former, is the Sophift’s Matfter- 
piece indeed 5 but fometimes low in expreffion, too 
declamatory and full of defiance for real life, and too 
artificially trimmed up for a man of bufinefs. In all 
the remaining Letters of the fir/t book it is gene- 
rally upon a deh 1, but eminently above, and pate 
times in appearance imitated in the Letters of the /e- 
cond book, ‘Thefe again difcover little inequality, 
except the /af Letter, “which together with the Epi- 
ftle to Ofavius carries very difcernible marks of the 
work of fome boy. Upon the whole I conclude, 
XXXVI. Tuart the fu/pefted Letters, under G- 
cero’s name, difcover many blemifhes in reafoning, 
fentiment, and ftyle, and are intirely void of the 
beauties and refemblance of the Ciceronian chara- 
éter, though they contain many expreffions, which 
were apparently copied from Cicero’s genuine works : 
—And that the Letters of both parties in each 


[7] Ep. Brut. i. 16. [2] Ep. Brut. ib. 17. 
I book 
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book are refpectively fimilar, fometimes in faulti- 
nefs and imitation, and generally in their being un- 
fuitable to the circumftance and occafion, and in 
their wanting the natural eafe, fpirit, ftrength, and 
elegance of good compofition. 

I can hardly doubt, but a great part of this 
conclufion will be readily admitted by any one, 
who will engage in the tafk of comparing thefe 
Letters with the Letters of Cicero’s genuine cor- 
refpondence, as they are both reprefented, with 
equal advantage, in fome late celebrated tranfla- 
tions; much lefs can I queftion the fuccefs of the 
whole conclufion among thofe, who read them to- 
gether in the original with judgement and attention. 
But now the /u/pected Letters, which deferve any 
attention or regard, happening to appear under 
Brutus’s name; the Vindicator, as far as he is 
able to judge from the fiyle and matter of the whole 
collection, takes it to be in all points truly Cicero- 
nian, and declares zt uot credible, that in the ages 
immediately following the time of Plutarch a So- 
phift fhould be found fo perfect a mafter of Cicero’s 
Jtyle and of the pureft tafte of writing, as to be ca- 
pable. of fuch a forgery[p]. If the Letters, fays 
he, had been forged after the time of Plutarch, we 
fhould certainly find in them fome phrafes of a 
later origine and ufe than the age of Cicero, on 
account of the remarkable change which the Latin 
tongue had undergone in that interval, in which 
many new words were introduced and the whole turn 
and fafbion of writing quite altered; as every one may 
readily obferve in all the beft writers of the inter- 


[p] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 13, 14. 4 
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mediate ages between Cicero and Plutarch [g]. Nay, 
from the time even of Auguftus we fee fo remark- 
able an alteration and gradual declenfion of language, 
as could hardly have failed of being diftinguifbed, in 
a feries of many [a few] Letters, from the flowing pe- 
riods of Cicero [r). All this plaufible harangue 
on the remarkable alteration and gradual decleufior of 
language from the time even of Auguftus, and on 
the alteration of the whole turn and fafbion of wri- 
ting AFTER THE TIME OF PLUTARCH, a5 every 
one may obferve in all the beft writers of the inter- 
mediate ages between CICERO AND PLUTARCH; 
is either quite araperianienig or palpably infufficient 
for the purpofe of demonftrating the impoffibility 
of a forgery zu that whole ntopesiil For if “* the 
‘¢ Author of the Letters in queftion was a perfect 
«¢ matter of Cicero’s ftyle and of the pureft tafte 
“< of writing, and the Letters themfelves were 
<¢ in all points of matter and ftyle truly Cicero- 
“<¢ nign; I mytelf fhould be as ready as the Vindi- 
cator to think it hardly poffible, that they fhould 
have been written by any body elfe than Cicero, 
even in the age of Cicero himfelf. But if, on the 
other hand, the mere fuppofition of ‘* the Letters 
<< being truly Ciceronian in all points of matter 
“< and ftyle,” is now found to be abfolutely falfe ; 
then they might be forged in any part of that in- 
terval, notwithftanding all the gradual declenfion of 
language and alteration of the whole turn and fafbion 
of writing, from the genuine purity and beft tafte 
of writing, which almoft univerfally prevailed in 


[9] Mid. Pref. Diff p. 11s. — [r] Ib. pias. 
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Cicero’s age. And that a fuppoftion, laid down 
upon the unfupported, but violent and many-times- 
repeated affeveration of a zealous Advocate, fhould 
be made the grand bafis of a controverfy with me, 
who could fee nothing Ciceronian in the Letters, 
but fome crude imitations of Cicero’s Orations and 
Epiftles, and had thence taken the very firft occa- 
fion of fufpecting their genuinenefs ; may difplay 
his agoniftic qualifications to the public admiration, 
but at the fame time expofe the futility of his de- 
fence, 

Bur the moft material part of this complicated 
demonftration not only fubfifts upon a falfe fuppo- 
fition, but is evidently fallacious in its conclufion 
too. If the Letters, fays he, as our Critic con- 
tends, had been forged after the time of Plutarch, 
we fhould certainly find in them fome inftances of 
phrafes of a later origine and ufe than the age of 
Cicero, on account of the remarkable change which 
the Latin tongue had undergone in that interval, in 
which many words were introduced unknown to the 
Ciceronian age. Is he then fo little acquainted with 
the very firft principles of juft Critici/m as not to 
know, that fince in.a@ /eries of a few Letters there 
are inftances found of phrafes of a later origine, 
and even of words of a later ufe than the age of 
Cicero, this will prove them to be /purious: but 
if there were no fuch Inftances at all to be found 
in them; this would not prove them to be genuine ? 
For why could not a Sophift, whofe principal am- 
bition in attempting a forgery 1s ¢o put a cheat up- 
on the world and to impofe upon the ableft critics (s], 


[s] Mid. Pref. Diff, p. 13. 
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be capable of guarding tbe moft effectual way of 
attacking and detecting his forgery on the article of 
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they mention facts of the fame or preceding Ages 
only; this will not evince the reality of its pre- 
tenfions. Indeed it 1s matter of deeper contrivance 
and more mafterly execution to obferve an exact 
it of facts, than in the 
bare ufe of phrafes and words 5 and. therefore the 


Aarnnim mn sR reme 
QCCOIUl 1 the man ay ein 


puerile Author of the Epittle t o OF Favius, which is 
a mere declamation, has facigeeetse to admiration in 


the purity of his language; though the rawnefs 


of his youth rendered him incapable of the fame 
judicious conduct in difcerning the intricacies of 


chronology and digefting the regular order of 
events. For befides the anac Be td already ta- 
ken notice of, with regard to Ofavius’s age when 
he marched to relieve D. Brutus at the fiege of 


Modena; the fact of M. Antony’s being adjudged 


Fe] Mid. Pref, Diff, p TiS. 
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“in enemy to the State is placed about the beginning 
of that march, that is, more than three months be- 
before the fact really happened ; Cicero never being 
able to carry the vote for declaring Antony an ene- 
my before the battle of Modena, and even propofing 
it in his Jaf Philippic ,where he decreed a Supplica- 
tion for the victory obtained there [v]. It is pof- 
fible, that our young adventurer might tran{cribe 
his error from Appian, who lived after Plutarch 
and had given a minute defcription of the folemni- 
ties, with which the Senate decreed Antony an ene- 
my about the fame period before the battle of 
Modena {«]. Now this Epiftle equals in: extent 
the longeft of our /ufpeced Letters, and though 
the Vindicator is puzzled to find in it a Jingle fen- 
timent or a fingle word that fines, and pro- 


[w] Cogita enim Antonium 
hoftem judicatum, ab eo cir- 
cumfeffum Confulem defigna- 
tum, te profeium ad Con- 
fulem liberandum et 4offem op- 
primendum, hofemquea te fu- 
gatum. Ep. ad Oétay. Si 4o- 
ftium fait ille fanguis, fumma 
militum pietas: nefarium fce- 
lus, fi civium. Quoufque igitur 
is, qui omnes hoftes fcelere fu- 
peravit, nomine hoftis carebit. 
Phil. xiv. 3. Ut aliquando fen- 
tentia complectar, ita cenfeo. 
Cum C. Panfa—initium cum 
hoftibus confligendi fecerit, etc. 
Tbid. in fine. 

[x] Appian. De bell. civ. p. 
567. There feems in this Epi- 
ftle to be an imitation of Szeto- 
nius. An effe quendam anno 
Xvii natum, cujus avus fuerit 


argentarius, adflipulator pater, 
ulerque vero precarium quaefum 
fecerit : Ep.ad Oétay. M. 
Antonius libertinum ei [ Augu- 
fto] proavum exprobrat reftio- 
nem,—avum argentarium.— 
C. O&avius pater et re et 
exiftimatione magna fuit: ut 
equidem mirer, hunc quoque 
a nonnullis argentarium, atque 
etiam inter divifores operafsque 
campefires, proditum. Suet. in 
Aug. ¢.3. Qui patrem O@a- 
vil argentarium fuifle dixerit, 
neminem e veteribus reperias, 
praeter auctorem verficuli, qui 
infra habetur, Pater argenta- 
rius, ego Corinthiarius. De- 
feribitur in Epiffola ad OGa- 
viuim, non Ciceronis quidem, 
fed vetere tamen. Cafaub. in 
loc. V. Suet. ib. c. 70. 
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nounces it void of all beauty either of ftyle or fenfe 
fy]; yet he will be more puzzled to find in it, or 
at leaft, in mercy to his Letters, he will be afhamed 
to acknowledge a f/mgle phra/e or word of a later 
origine and ufe than the age of Cicero. And as 
Ofavius’s Ciceronian correfpondent is not inferior 
to Brutus’s in the chaftenefs of his expreffion, fo, 
as far as 1 am able to judge, I take him to be like 


him in complexion of fentiment, and even to ex- 
ceed him in figurative imbellifhment and the beau- 


ties of antithe/fis [z]. 


[y) Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 121. 

[x] Nec tamen ¢antum in 
flatuenda Lepidi ftatua faétum 
eft mali, quantum in evertenda 
boni. Ep. ad Brut. i. 15. Non 
quo ulla fit optanda {fervitus, 
fed quia dignitate domini minus 
turpis eff fortuna fervi. In duo- 
bus autem ma/is cum fugiendum 
majus fit, Jevius ef eligendum. 
Ep. ad Oétav. 
——- Precariam nos incolumi- 
atem habere, a quibus ipfe /- 


T* 


; 
i 
bertatem accepiffet. —Nifi 
forte non de /ervitute, fed de 
conditione ferviendi recufatum 
efta nobis. Atqui non folum 
bono domino potuimus Antonio 
tolerare noftram fortunam, fed 
etiam beneficiis atque bonoribus, 
ut participes, frui quantis velle- 
mus. Ep. Brut. i. 16. 
Utinam te potius, Antoni, do- 
minum non expuliflemus, quam 
hunc reciperemus ! Ille 
tamen ea exorabat, quae vole- 
bat auferre: tu extorques. 
Si qui dabat provincias Caffia 
et Brutis, et illis cuftodibus no- 
firi nominis, regnabat, quid fa- 


ciet, qui vitam adimit? Ep. 
ad Odtav. 

Confilia inire coepi Brutina 
plane (veffri enim haec funt 
propria fanguinis) Reipublicae 
liberandae. Ep. ad Brut.i.15. 
Audiet Brutus eum popu- 
lum, quem if primo, poft 
progenies ejus a regibus tibera- 
vit,—Ep. ad Ottav. 

Si eadem poena fequitur 
cives, qui potuimus leniores 
efle in Lofes ? Ep. ad Brut. i. 
15. Sic fentit Senatus, 
nullos unquam 4o/fes digniores 
omni fupplicio fuiffe, quam eos 
cives. Ep. 3. Inique facis, 
qui 4ofilis animi in Remp. 
homines, cives appelles. Ep. 
Brut. 4. Cur Aoffis relin- 
quitur; civis hoftis loco poni- 
tur? ——— Audient duo Decii 
fervire eos cives, qui ut Fo/tibus 
imperarent, victoriae fe devo- 
verunt. Ep. ad Oétav. 

Tantam audoritatem Senatus 
efle patitur, quanta 
maxima in /ibera civitate unius 
effe pote. Ep. Brut. 1. 4.—— 
Concupierat magis regium, 


THIS 
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Tuts very inftance may be enough to fhew, 
what little ftrefs is to be laid on the change which 
the Latin tongue had undergone in Plutarch’s and 
the following ages, by the introduction of many 
words and phrafes unknown to the Ciceronian, For 
a Sophift, who was well provided with the monu- 
ments of the pureft tafte of writing, might emerge 
out of the prevailing adulterations of ftyle and re- 
fine himfelf to a degree of the Ciceronian purity 3 
though fcarce any man in the world, I believe, did 
ever, by the imitation of Cicero, make himfelf a 
perfect mafter of his manner and ftyle. An Author, 
who perfonates the great Heroes of the pureft anti- 
quity, is by the very propofition of his under- 
taking obliged to conform himfelf, as far as he ig 
able; to their manners of /peaking and acting ; but 
an Author in real life could not deviate from the 
prevailing turn and fafhion of writing, without the 
odium of an unpopular affeCtation, and the ob- 
logquy of thofe, who go the readier road to fame 
by writing for a vitiated tafte. This is not ob- 
ferved, as if there were really no fuch Authors in 
the ages after Plutarch, who became diftinguifhed 
from the common herd, and even raifed themfelves 
to a pitch of almoft Auguftean elegance and purity. 
quae volebat auferre: tz extor- 
ques. J//e Conful provinciam 


petebat : ¢a privatus concupifti. 
fle ad malorum falutem ju- 
J 


quam Libera civitas pati pote- 
rat, principatum. Ep.ad O€tav. 

Fungerer officio, quo tz 
funétus es in meco luctu, segue 


per literas confolarer, nifi {c1- 
rem his remediis, quibus meum 
dolorem ¢u levafles, te in tuo 
hon egere: ac velim facilius, 
quam tunc mihi, nunc tibi tute 
medeare, etc.. Ep. ad Brut. 1. 
Qe Lg em c., ~exorabat, 


Dd 2 


dicia conftituebat, et leges fe- 
rebat: tz ad perniciem opti= 
morum. J/le a fanguine et in- 
cendio fervorum Capitolium tu- 


ebatur: tu cruore et flamma 
cuntta delere vis. Ep. ad-O- 
étav. 

Lattantius 


404  Obdjervations on the LPISTLES 

Laétantius was living fo late as 4. D, 320, that is, 
two centuries after the time in which Plutarch 
flourifhed. He was a diligent reader of the wri- 
tings and profefled confuter of the opinions of C7z- 
cero. He wrote eight books of Epiftles, and, in 
great meafure, derived into his own compofitions 
the purity of Cicero’s language, and, what is more, 
the flowing exuberance of his periods [a]. He was 
likewife a teacher of eloquence and the liberal arts, 
and would, no doubt, endeavour to propagate his 
own tafte of writing among his young difciples : 
and we have already mentioned the Zztzans, the 
Father and Son, eminent Profeffors in the pre- 
ceding ages, who ftrenuoufly aflerted the antient, 
or, as it was ignorantly nicknamed, the /pzritle/s 
and infipid fimplicity [4], in oppofition to the in- 
troduction of new words and pompous phrafes, and 
to the alteration of the whole turn and fafbion of 
writing. It is eafy to inflance in numerous Hifto- 
rians, Naturalifts, and Grammarians, who lived in 
the interval between the ages of Izberius and Theo- 
dofius the Great, and yet fell fhort of a perfectly 
claffical purity, not becaufe they were not able to 
attain to it, but becaufe they would not affect it. 
And if we look into the Roman Digeft, and confult 
thofe venerable oracles of the old Paw sarorat ya: 
anus, the great Cerbidius Scevola, and Fulius Pau- 
lus of the refpective periods, 4, C. 120, 170, 230; 


fa] Hieron. Catalog. c. teri quigue Frontonianorum, 
td. Fabric. La&antius ia utpote confectaneum aemulati, 
leas fluvius eloguentiae Tul- cur wveternofum dicendi genus 
lianae. Ib. Ep.49.ad Paulin, imitaretur, oratorum fimiam 
Ed. Benedict. nuncupayerunt, Sidon. Ep. 1. 
(b] lum [Titianum] cae- 


they 
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they difcover fuch a neatnefS of turn and nervous 
concifenefs, {uch an elegance of thought and flow- 
ing: eafe and propriety of language ; as might be 
expected from Scevola, the rigid conduétor of Gi- 
cero’s early youth; from Zrebativs, the chearful 
companion of his fprightly life ; or from Sulpictus, 
the prudent folacer of his private affliction, and the 
like timorous and unfteady fellow-fufferer with him 
in the public misfortunes, 


Bur what if ¢he purity of the Latin tougue was 
loft in the time of Plutarch [¢], after which time, I 
contended, the Letters were forged? Does not the 
Vindicator himfelf fay, that about the time of the 
Reformation, when the Latin tongue was become 
a dead language, the men of tafte were Jo nice and 
Softidious as ta allow nothing to be claffical, that was 
not drawn from Cicero’s works [¢] ? And did not 
Cicero himfelf write Letters and a book concerning: 
his Confulate in Greek, at a time when many new 
words and phrafes were introduced into that Jan- 
guage and the whole turn and fofoion of writing 
changed; and yet attain to the pureft tafe of wri- 
ting in fo great a degree, as not only to outdo Ayzi- 
cus, who had been perfectly brought up at Athens, 
but even to confound the Greefs themfelves, and 
to difcourage the great Pofidonius from attempting 
the fame fubject after him [e]? But our fagacious 


[c] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 13. Graece item feriptum librum 
[2] Ib. p. 15. L. Coflinio ad te perferendum 
[e] Plut. in Cic. p. 873. dedifle. —- Quanquam tua illa 
Tuus puer mihi literas abs ——~horridula. mjhj atque in- 
te, et commentarium Confula- compta vifa funt. Meus au- 
tus mei Graece fcriptum reddi- tem liber totum Tfocrati wupo- 
dit: in quo laetatus fum, ali- S4ssov, atque omnis ejus difci- 
quanto ante de ifdem rebus pulorum arculas, ac nonnihil 
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Difputant does not fee, that the common ftandard 
and ufe of language in any age whatfoever can» be 
no proper meafure of the abilities of particulars, 
who can recur ‘to the monuments of the fame lan- 
guage in ied cyl put ‘ity and perfection, as their 
fancies and opportunities lead them : And, what is 
{till more ftrange, he does not fee, that if the pu- 
rity of the Latin tongue was loft as early as Plu- 
tarch’s time; th ie fome lurking Student might 
be able to execute the forgery of the Letters, by a 
proper application to Cicero’s works ; yet his com- 
pofition, however bungled and U; aciceronian, would 
almoft neceffarily ull of being diftinguifbed, in a 
feries of a few Letters, from the flowing periods of 


Cicero. 


S Y TTT 4 1. artis = Qa > > 
XXXVIII. Tue Vindicator demonftrates the 
Re 6 ey Sea e eee Py Fe yee) ! 1, 
impoffibility of a forgery, after the age of Plu- 
tay ath a « ie ~ eee r ; } at es > r = 
torch, upon a fuppofition, which 1s falfe and begs 
sha (N17 {ft /7 nr ne t roy! ah Laick it} Sa 
the queftion; and by an argument, which either 
a = 


roves nothing, or proves directly againft himfelf, 
Te fuppofes, without proof and ‘patti proof, that 

etters are in all points of matter and ftyle 
iceronian, that is, he fuppofes, that the Let- 
Cicero’s. He argues, from the lofs of the 
purity of Latin and from the change of the whole 
turn of writing in P/ytarch’s time, that the Letters, 
if a forgery, muft contain words and phrafes of a 
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later origine site ufe than Cicero’s age 3 which does 
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etiam Ariftotelia picmenta con- beret, miferam, non modo ex- 
- es ae 

fumpfit. Quanquam ad me citatum effe ad {cribendum, fed 
refcripfit jam Rhodo Pofido- etiam plane perterritum. Quid 
nius, fe, noflrum illum vaéyumue quaeris? Conturbavi Graecam 
cum legeret, quod ego ad eum, Atioueee Ep. ad Att. 11. 1. 
ut ornatius de iifdem rebus {eri- 


not 
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not follow in the nature of the thing, and is more- 
over contrary to evident faét: but it does follow 
from the fame argument, that the compofition of 
the Letters, if forged, would not eafily be diftin- 
cuifhed from the flowing periods of Cicero, 
Hence while we maintain the poffibility of a 
forgery in any age whatfoever from Plutarch to 
Peirarch, we are enabled to affert at the fame time, 
what the Vindicator tells us cannot be, that the glory 
of atcbieving the attempt to detect the forgery 
might be referved, after fo many ages, to an ad- 
venturer, in the noviciate of his Criticif/m, and the 
very firft effay of bis frill{ f}. The tendency of 
all that I have faid on this fubjeét is to prove, that 
the atchievement might be effected without any 
veteran expertnefs or diftinguifhed abilities in the 
{cience of Criticifm; but it was referved to be 
effected after fo many ages, becaufe as long as the 
purity of the Latin tongue fubffted, the Letters 
were not iz being ; when that purity was Jof, they 
were either not read at all, or read without dz/cern- 
ment, but fince the revival of Letters, they were 
made ufe of on courfe, for the mechanic, but very 
ufeful, bufinefs of compiling fyftems of Hiftory or 
Chronology, without intimating, or perhaps with- 
out conceiving the leaft fcruple about them | g}. The 
antiquity of ove of the Letters may appear to be as 
early as Nonius’s time ; the more antient eighteen were 
retrieved by Petrarch from a long oblivion , and the 
other fix or feven, rather fragments than intire 
Letters, made their firft appearance in Germany 


[f] I&d. Pref. Dill, p. 123. {g] Ib. p. 2. 
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near two centuries afterwards. The laft did not 
meet with general approbation, and had little re- 
fpect paid them in the more antient Editions; the 
former were univerfally received as the unque- 
ftionable remains of Cicero in common with the 
Epiftle to Oéfavius till after the time of Erafmus, 
and in common with the Invettive againft Salluft 
till the time of Viéforius ; and fomewhat refemble 
them in their fingular paucity of various Leétions 
of any moment, and in their being negleéted by 
Commentators of character, and, except the two 
Letters of Brutus, by Tranflators of judgment ever 
fince. 

But however I may fucceed in the attempt to 
prove the Letters /purious, I fincerely wifh them a 
more able Champion than has yet appeared, if they 
are really genuine. For as it is feen upon the 
aes refult of our debate, that not one of the 
nitmerous objections, which I produced againft them, 
is €7: per grounded on mi take, or wilapplication of 
the teftimonies alledged to confirm it; fo I have no 

sAalthation to be Len ed, much lefs to deprive 
others, of a valu: Hite remnant of Cicero’s Epittles, 
On rhe contrary, if the Vindicator, by way of 

experiment, will engage in the bold attempt of 
finding or making fo many objeéfions againft the 
whole colleétion of Cicero’s Epiftles, which have 
never yet been attacked ; I am not difcouraged, by 
any Die scimen hitherto given us of his Ciceronian 

Srdiaod from promifing to the Public, that I 
will aif enter on the more agreeable tafk of af- 
ferting their genuine charaéter, and pureft anti- 
quity. It was from the juft admiration of thefe 

inimitable 
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inimitable models of the perfect Epiftolary manner, 
and ineftimable treafures of Ciceronian hiftory and 
literature, that I was induced to retrieve their ori- 
ginal readings, and affert their genuine fenfe againft 
the corruptions or falfe interpretations of them, 
which were made the foundation of many impor- 
tant relations and conclufions in the late Aiftory of 
the Life of Cicero: and fince my Latin Epiftle, thus 
limited for the moft part in the quality of its matter, 
could extend itfelf to no inconfiderable magnitude 3 
it is agreed on both fides, that every intelligent 
Reader may judge from this fetch of its uniform 
character, whether it is a frivolous, captious, and 
difingenuous piece of Criticifm[h]. After all; it 
muft needs be furprizing, that a mere pzece of Cri- 
ticifm upon the more obfcure and depraved paflages 
of Cicero’s genuine Epiftles, profeffedly defigned 
to introduce a Propofal of a new Edition of the 
Epiftles to Atticus and his Brother Quintus [7], and 
candidly removed from the infpection of the moft 
- zealous admirers of the Englfbh Life, could meet 
with fuch an effeminate refentment from one, who 
generoufly propofed, as the end of all his pains, to 
raife a greater attention to the name and writings of 


bi 
2 
4 


[h] Mid. Pref. Diff. p. 124. 

[2] Cum M. Tullii Ciceronis 
Epiftolarum ad Atticum, Quin- 
tum Fratrem, &c. Editionem 
novam parare identidem cogi- 
taffem ; commendatius inde 
inftitutum illud noftrum fore 
arbitrabar, fi per earum Epifto- 
larum fcripturam depravatam, 
rerumque etiam ipfarum ob{cu- 
Yitatem, Te vel minus recta 
quacdam pro certis venditafle, 


vel recta nonnunquam perpe- 
ram intellexiffe conftaret. Epitt. 
ad C, Middlet. p. 1.—‘* The 
“‘ relt was written by him as 
“* be profeffes, with a view of rai- 
‘* fing fome reputation to him- 
“‘felf, by expofing the faults 
*© of a work, which has been 
** received with approbation by 


“© the Public.” Mid. Pref. Diff. 
p. 124. 
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Cicero, and to make them better underftood and more 
familiar to our youth {k\. As I pretended to the 
honour of concurring with him in the purfuit of 
the fame laudable ezd, fo a free communication of 
the fruits of our inquiries feemed to be the moft ef- 
Fe€tual means of obtaining it; and I fhould have 
efteemed myfelf greatly obliged to him, if he had 
ufed the fame ingenuous liberty in pointing out my 
particular miftakes, and therefore enabled me to 
make my intended Edition more perfeét or ufeful 
to the Public. But the fpirit and fuccefs of this 
matureft production of his critical fill leave little 
room to doubt, whether it was owing to his charity 
or to his prudence, that he did not find @ proper 
occafion of entering upon that tafk {1}. 


[4] Pref. to Life of Cic, p. [2] Pref. Diff. p. 124. 
XXXii. 
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Antient dVameral Characters 


of the Roman Lecions. 


Dear Sir, Lambeth, April 19, 1743. 


——---—-As to my Opinion in this point, the no- 
tion which Dr. M4. advances about the old way 
of rating and denominating Legions among the Ro- 
mans, appears to me not only fingular, but plain- 
ly erroneous in bis extent of it. ‘* He takes it, he 
** fays, to be a certain fai?, (though others may 
‘ not know it) that the Roman Generals, when they 
«¢ had occafion to raife new Legions in diftant Parts 
‘ of the Empire, ufed to zame them according to 
*€ the Order, in which they them/elves raifed them, 
*¢ without regard to any other Legions what{o- 

RSE VeL 


a 


A 


rar 


4 
i 
| 


PP RR Rope 


ai PED Rae 


aes 


oe 


424 Of the Antient. Numeral Characters 


«c ever [a]!°’ But now I take this to be really fo 
far from being certain faé#, that I could venture 
to pronounce it a fiftion, as to thofe early Times, 
and efpecially with refpect to Legions like thofe of 
Brutus, whofe Officer acted by the Senate’s autho- 
rity, and profefledly for the fervice of the old Re- 
public, and where the xew Legions are fuppofed 
to take the uames of veteran Legions, which were 
fill /ubfifting under Arms. Indeed during the 
hurry and confufion of the civil Wars under Fulius 
Czfar, 1 have met with fomething in two or three 
inftances, which may look like fuch,a practice 
among the Generals, as the Doétor intimates, and 
perhaps in the times now before us and a few years 
afterwards, other cafes might be plaufibly alledged 
to the fame purpofe. But the certain fact, which 
Dr. M. fpeaks of, would not be very eafily proved 
in thofe /eeming Inftances; and as to the conduct of 
other Generals, in the circumftances mentioned 
above, I am pretty confident not a fingle inftance 
can be given of their zaming any new Legions in 
the manner that Dr. MZ. imagines, from the very 
foundation of Rome to the day when M, Brutus 
was acting againft Antony. This being a point of 
fome moment in Roman Antiquities, and one 
which the beft modern writers, as far as I have 
ever feen, have touched but very flightly, not ex- 
cepting even Carolus D’ Aquino in his curious Mik- 
tary Lexicon, it may not perhaps be unacceptable, 
if T dwell upon this article more largely, than the 
prefent occafion might require of itfelf, 


[a4] Dr. Middleton’s Prefatory Difc. p. 77, 78. 
ivy 
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Ir is then in the firft place indifputable, that 
while the Roman Generals raifed their Legions in 
Rome or other parts of Italy, as they did for feve- 
ral hundred years, they denominated them xume- 
rally according to the order (not in which ¢ey had 
raifed them themfelves, but) in -which every new 
Legion ftood on each Levy to a// thofe before 
them. So that for inftance, if fv Legions were 
already fubfifting in any year, and fix more of frefh 
Troops were to be added, the latter fix, though 
three of them were raifed by ove Conful, and three 
by another, would not be called according to each 
Conful’s enrollment firft, fecond, third, but as the 
number of Legions in the whole ftood before the 
fucceeding, either /eventh, or eighth, or ninth, 
and fo on to the ¢welfth, The common number of 
Roman Legions in the fervice of the Republic till 
the firft Punic War, was only four, as Polybius 
affures us exprefsly [2], and thefe were very often 
raifed all at once upon fudden exigencies of State, 
as may be feen in varieties of inftances, from the 
fecond to the tenth Book of Livy [c]. And the 
numeral characters of all thofe Legions were given 
conftantly according to the order of their enroll- 
ment, jirft, fecond, third, fourth, Sc, as the fame 
antient writers inform us[d]. A particular, which 
I mention as a Certain argument to prove, that 
whenever in extraordinary cafes more Legions than 
four were raifed within the fame early times, the 


[é) *Polyb. 1. ie 2r60 Wi. '¢.'25.° 1 vii.’ '6; 
Ci17. (@] Polyb. ib. Liy. Lx. c. 
[é) Lively 30, 41,°57.. “18. 
EAvar. 20,53. 1. Vie Ci 22eluvuls 
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like method of numbering would be doubtlefs ob- 
ferved in the feveral Additions to the ordinary 
Forces. So that when in thofe two memorable 
years 4.U. 260 and 4. U. 406, ten Legions are 
faid to have been raifed [e] in Rome and the adja- 
cent parts, we muft fuppofe the ~umeral characters 
of them to run as far as fen, like the numerals of 
the common four Legions: It being chimerical to 
fuppofe, that the u/wal method of numbering the 
latter fhould not likewife obtain refpectively in the 
other cafes. Accordingly Dio Cafius {peaking of 
a tenth Legion under Ful. Cesar, obferves it to be 
the old way among the Romans thus to [ f] name 
the woailimna sealimsda (the Troops made up of Ro- 
mans) according ¢o the order of the general mili- 
tary Catalogues. And this, I imagine, is a truth, 
which Dr. M. himfelf does not queftion, fince he 
feems to lay all the ftrefs of his argument on Le- 
gions raifed occafionally by the Generals in diftant 
Parts of the Empire. However if the conftant 
practice was that which I have fhewn above, in 
parts wear the Capital, it will furely (till very clear 
evidence is produced to the contrary) be ground 
for a ftrong prefumption of the fame in remoter 
Provinces; efpecially while the Generals were de- 
pendent on the Senate, and accountable to it for all 
the Forces under them, and when thofe very Forces 
were regiftred at Rome, as the Forces of the State, 
not the property of any Commander. 


[e] Liv. lil, c.30. Levit. c.  Atine spcllémed meos envy Tue 
26. xdlaroyov raéw ovopeltlo, Dio. 
[Lf] Ekaieclov—— ro déxclo 1. xxviii. p.go, Ed. Hanov. 
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But not to reft in mere prefumptions, I will 
now in the next place fhew in fact, that the con- 
duct of Generals was px reed ‘tly fuitable hereto even 
in diftant Provinces. Ti lius Cesar, we know, had 


the whole Province of Gau/ under his care by a 
regular authority for many years, from 4 U, °95 
to 4.U. 704, when the Civil Wars broke out be+ 
tween him and Pompey. N ow we find by his own 
account, in 4. U. 697 that his whole ftrength then 
in Roman Legioi is amounted only to ezght [g]. 
And if from hence we look back to his entrance 
on the Gallic war, we may fee how he came by 
thofe Legions gradually, and on farther enquiry 
how ail his Legions both now and afterwards were 
denominated. We may th herefore obferve from his 
own relatio pee that to this time (4 U. 697.) from 
the commenc nt of that war, he had raifec 
himfelf two new nak in J¢aly, and fwo in 
Gaul [bh], which together with three that he tcok 


ic 
f 
\4 


a 
Out of winter-quarters about guileia, and one 
which he found in Gaul {z] at his firft coming thi- 
ther, made up in all the number of Legions above- 


mentioned, aot this continued fill to be his 
number, without any new fupplement till 4 U. 
700, when he added ove more of his own raifing 
from Italy [k]; and the next year upon fome con- 
fiderable lofies of men, he received at his requett 
an addition of ¢wo more from Pompey, with a 


felt Caef. Bell, Galln lia: Félolds-ibiuh. tas 7.:Saio, 
19. [4] Id. ib. Lv. ¢. 24. Conf, 
fh) Cael? ibide L.icesto: doit. ¢.i. db. 
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third which his Legates had procured in Italy [/]. 
All which with the other made up at laft twelve 
Legions, and befides thefe we read, I think, of no 
more under Cz/av’s command, till he had marched 
into the heart of Italy againft the Pompeians. Let 
us then in the next place trace out, if we can, the 
numeral characters of all thefe Legions both xew 
and veteran, to fee whether any of them will com- 
port with the Doctor’s Hypothefis, Now by his 
rule or principle the two ew Legions, which Cz- 
far about 4. U. 697 had raifed for himfelf in Gau/, 
a diftant part of the Empire, fhould have had 
their zames according to the order in which he en- 
rolled them, without regard to any other Legions 
whatfoever ; and confequently fhould have been 
{tyled prima and fecunda, thefe being the fixe and 
the only Legions which he raifed in di/fant parts. 
Or at leaft, if they were raifed after his two mew 
Legions from Italy, thefe laft muft have born thofe 
chara¢ters, and the other be denominated, fertia 
and quarta, But in fact the cafe was very much 
otherwife. For in all the twe/ve at this time, Ce- 
far had not one Legion with the names of fecunda 
and quarta, and the only prima and ¢ertia among 
them were the Legions which Pompey fent to him 
out of [¢aly. So that here is plain direct evidence 
againft the Doctor, and that even from the General 
himfelf and his Officers together. For it is He 
who tells us, that the Legions which Pompey fent 
to him, and which were afterwards demanded back 
from him by order of the Senate, were called the 


(2].Caef, ib, 1, vi. c. 1. 
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Sirft and third [m], if his Text be right, as all the 
known Manutcripts of it reprefent the paflage. Or 
if, to reconcile him with Lacan, you would read 
the firft and the fourth, then Czfar mutt be faid 
to have had no ¢ertza as well as fecunda, for the 
reafons following ; becaufe he tells us likewife in 
feveral places the names of eight more of his Le- 
gions, which were the feventh, eighth, ninth, tenth, 
eleventh, twelfth, thirteenth, and fourteenth [n}. 
To all which the Continuator of Cz/ar, who was 
one of his Officers, adds a fixth and a fifteenth [0], 
which together with the reft compleat his whole 
number, fwelve. As to the particular names of 
each mew Legion, raifed by Cefar in Gaul or Italy, 
we have not intelligence enough to determine that 
precifely, but we may be pretty fure, what names 
they had wot, (which for our purpofe is fufficient) 
it being evident that as they could not be a jirf, 
fecond, third, or fourth for the reafons above, fo 
neither could they come under the names of the 
fixth, feventh, eighth, ninth, or tenth, becaule 
thefe appear to have been all veterans {p]; and 


[m2] Caef. Bell. Civ. I. iti.c. 8. 
So the MSS. of Ce/ar hither- 
to collated reprefent that paf- 
fage uniformly in words at 
length. ‘Though indeed from 

| Lucan’s quarta legione \. vii. ver. 
219. one might fufpect that the 
numeral IIT was originally in 
Cazfar, and afterwards became 
changed into IT], unlefs Lucan 
can be rather fuppofed to mi- 
ftake the Legion, which is not 
improbable, There is alfo a 


Be 


farther corruption in the name 
of this Legion in Bell. Gall. 1. 
viii. c. 54. where confult M. 
Oudendorp’s late Edition. 

fa} Caef: Bell. Gall) Lip ee 
Bowel UN Cre, aleve ke 
vot. ec. 
(o] Auth. Bell. Gall. 1. viit. 
ie EE ba 

[p] See Caef. Bell. Gall. 1. 
iC. 40, 0.1.1. Villy C4, eOnt, 
Bell. Alexand. c. 33,69. Ci- 
ceron. Fam. Bp. 1 xi.4"1. 
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confequently the /ub/equent numerals only could 
belong tc the new w Legions, viz. the numbefs XI, 


xt LE , XV, which are fo many plain 
pisatteidted i chee Dr. M. inafmuch as thefe 
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Legions, a thing fo incredible and fo contrary to 
fac? in his opinion. 
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hen not 
o more than ¢bree Legions, oll ee latter 
in the whole not to more than jifteen [s]. And if 
the number swezty-/even on that Legion ebuld not 
refpect Cefar’s Forces in either of ‘thofe views, it 


could refpect them in no other that | amis a and 
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thirty fevenith mentioned by Hirtius [¢), and forty 
on another in an old Infcription under ugu/ius or 
Tiberius, produced by Fabretti [w]: whereas on the 
other fide, in /ater times after duplicate Numerals 
upon Legions were much in ule, We find no fuch 


high Numbers on particular Legions as appeared in 


from HenGe may be eafily 


the earlier times, which 
accounted for. 

Tue like may be alfo obferved of two other 
Legions, raifed the fame year by C/far’s orders in 
Italy, and which he fent with rae Longinus into 
Spain. The names of thefe were twenty-fir/t and 
thirtieth, which no doubt had the it ye fort of re- 
ference with thofe above. 

Tuus we fee then in fact, how different the 
practice among Roman Generals was from that 
which Dr. MZ. fo roundly afcribes tothem. How- 
ever to confirm his opinion, he produces fome au- 


thorities of figure, which muft be examined. The 


firft are taken from anizent Lnfcriptions, upon which 
he ‘* has obferved two diftiné? Legions called 

‘© the fame time the fourth, viz, the fourth Scy- 
‘© thian and the fourth Flavian; and in Gruter’s 


** Collection we may find fix or fever more under 
‘© the fame denomination —~—as II Cyrenaica, 
‘© Gallica, Italica, Sorana, in Hifpania, 8c. [w].” 


Thefe obfervations are really very true, and if he 
shh ie be carried ftill farther to the curious 
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and ePRisy to the noble ones of late years from 
Florence by the learned Gorius ; where many other 
oe numerals of Legions may be feen. But 

t happens, that all fuch examples are quite foreign 
to the point, becaufe they are all of too adie 
date to affect this difpute; not one inftance of this 
fort being here alledged by Dr. AZ. where either the 
Title of the Legion or the very Infcription which 
mentions it does not manifeftly appear of a recent 
a compared with the Times of Brutus. ‘Thus 
the fourth Scythica could neither have its ffation in 
Sov thia, nor its name from thence, till the Scy- 
thians were routed and quelled by the Roman arms, 
which did not happen in any degree before 4. U. 734 
under Augufius, as the learned Mr. Majfon has 
fhewn very clearly {[y]; and even then Auguftys 
effected nothing more againft the Scythians, than 
to drive them to the farther fide of the Danube, 
and was glad to keep them quiet and friendly there 
by gentle ufage [z]. So that in Scythia itfelf no 
Legion was ever placed by that Emperor, and fup- 
pofing it might take that character, from being 
ftationed on ‘the hither fide of the Danube as a 
fence againft the Scythians on the other, yet how 
does it appeaf, there was another fourth Legion 
fubfifting elfewhere at the fame time? We hear 
of nothing like it in hiftory ; and as to Infcriptions 
to its memory, the oldeft which mentions it I be- 


[y] Maffon. Vit. Horat. p. Jani Templ. Refer. p. 133 
80, feq. —— 140. E 
Conf. ejufd. Vit. Ovid. ad [=] Sueton. Auguft. c. 21. 

An. Urb. 763. 
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lieve is that which Gorius [a] has produced, and 
which was plainly cut under Claudius. As to the 
fourth, Flavia, it is well known, that it derived 
that appellative from the Emperor Ve/pafian, as Dio 
exprefly informs us [4]. The fourth Cyrenaica the 
Doétor took implicitely, I imagine, from the general 
Index to Gruter, without obferving by the mar- 
ginal note to the Infcription itfelf, that this reading 
(IIII) was doubtful [c], inftead of third (II]) fince 
the former I believe appears no where elfe, and 
may be juftly fufpected of non-entity. Again, the 
fourth Gallica in Gruter is declared likewile by the 
fingle Infcription on which it ftands to have ferved 
under Hadrian [d], a Commander in it Claudius 
Prifcus (to whofe memory the monument was 
erected) being faid to have received great honours 
from that Emperor in his Fewi/fhb Expedition. So 
likewife we learn of the fourth Italica, in the fame 
Collection [e], that a Tribune of it was a fon of the 
Conful Frontinus, who could be no other than he 
who flourifhed under Trajan [f]. As to the fourb 
Sorana, the only mention of that is in a tranfcript 
from one Infcription [g], which tranfcript the mar- 


fa] Gor. Infer. Ant. Flor. renaica, though he gives us 
p. 248. 1726. profeffedly a catalogue of an- 


LEG. mit SCYTHIC.—— tient Legions. 


PROC. TI, CLAY DI. CAE- 
SARIS AV.... 

[4] Dio. 1. 55. p. 564. 

[c] See Gruter. Infer. p. 557. 
n. 6. Ed. Burm. 

Dio, referred to above, 1s 
quite filent as to a fourth Cy- 


(d] Grater. Infcr. p. 493. 
ae 

[e] Gruter, ib p. 389.n. 6. 

[ f] See Joan. Poleni Prole- 
gom. in Frontin. De Aquae- 
duct. p. 6. feq. Ed. 1722. 

(g] Gruter. ib. p. 409, n. 9. 
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one, I fuppofe, would give the twenty-/econd Legion 
the title of Mexandriae ad Aegyptum, But in the 
Index to Grater ftands ir A.V. IN Aii/panid, and 
the Doétor feeing that in a hurry was thence pro- 
bably mifled into fuch a miftake. As to the Let- 
ters A.V. fubjoined above to the number III they 
tand, no doubt, for Augufta. Vidirix. and that the 
Legion gained this title after Dio’s time we may 
take for granted from his Sz/ence concerning it in 
the Anise above-cited. 

Wits refpeét to the ete. which is formally 
annexed by Dr. M. to the Legions preceding, it 
might feem indeed to be big with Contents, or at 
lea it to comprehend fome confiderables under it, 
but the fum total under it is only ove Legion 
more, called Gemina Martia Viétrix, and this ap- 
pears Se ae, to the fourth Gallica men- 
tioned above, being exprefled in the fame In- 
feription with it, and equally in the fervice of Ha- 
drian [1]. There is indeed in Gruter another 
fourth Legion with the title of FLAVIES (for 
FLAVIAE, a common error upon antient tiie) 
FELICIS [m], which may feem from the laft 
word in it to be a diftinét one from all the reft ; 
but it is doubtlefs the fame with the other fourth 
Flavia, only now with a frefh acceffion of a new 
title Felix, upon fome good fortune ae yards in 
the Field; and accorc lingly it PRA s with this 
title on two other Infcriptions, both of the fame 
year and to the fame men [z], with a date from 


> Gruter. p. 493.n.1. [7] Ib. p. 445. 0.9, 10. 
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the Confuls upon one [¢], which fixes them to 4 D. 
137, the laft year of the Emperor Hadrian. So 
that all thefe authorities of the Doétor’s prove at 
Jaft but of little confequence to the point before 
us. 

NEITHER is there more real fignificancy in 
the legend of a Column, which Dr. M. alledges 
from the area of the Capitol [p]; it being plain 
at firft fight, that the Column with its legend is 
of no higher age than the ftones already confidered. 
For, frfi, it could not be thus ereéted and in- 
{cribed before Zrajan’s time, becaufe two of the 
Legions there exhibited had their names (as all 
know) from that Emperor, viz. the thirtieth 
Ulpia, and the fecond Trajana. And, secondly, 
it could not even precede the much later reign of 
Septimius Severus, who came to the throne about 
A. D. 193. For here ftand the I, I, and III 
[q] Parthic Legions, which Dio, who lived in 
Severus’s time, tells us clearly were firft eftablifhed 
by that very Emperor [rv]. So that all which 
this Column proves, is the practice of thofe times, 
not that of Cicero’s or Brutus’s age. However } 
have fo much regard for that Column, as to wifh 
that Dr. MZ. had examined and reprefented it with 


[o] POSITA. VI. I. IVL. Do&or’s copy of the Column 
L.. AELIO. CAESARE ft I take the number III. 
P. CAELIO. BALBINO. COS. [7] Zeovieos ra Taplin’ (sea- 
Conf. Pagi Critic. in Baron. rémreda ouvéraker) +6, ve TWIT OY, 
Tom. 1. ad A. D. 137. x) TO TeiTov Td ey Micondlapia, 
{p] Prefat. Difc. Pp. 79. not. TO Ose pice To dev Teeoy ee is 
(g] It will be thewn below 77 Irania. Dio. 1, 552. 504. 
why inftead of XIII in the 


a little 
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a little more accuracy. For unlefs the great -Boiffard 
and Gruter were greatly miftaken concerning it, 
which I can hardly believe, the ftone has II Par- 
thica inftead of the Doétor’s XIII, and has one 
more Legion upon it immediately preceding this 
Jatt, viz. III Italica [5], which is wholly left out 
in the Doétor’s tranfcript. But thus it happened 
likewife in the copy, which Lipfus had given of 
this ftone in his notes [¢] upon Tacitus ; and 
though he differs from Dr. MZ. with the other two 
Antiquaries in the III Parthica, yet I guefs that 
he was the man whom the Dodétor followed in this 
article, without confulting the ftone itfelf, though 
he had once an opportunity of doing it. For they 
both agree in dropping the III J¢alica, and more- 
over, whereas the Column, as Boi{fard and Gruter 
reprefent it, has the names of all the Legions ad- 
breviated, thofé names are all at full /ength, and 
exactly the fame in Dr. M. and Lipfus, and equally 
wrong in both as to one or two explanations. For 
where we read in them /pollinea, the ftone has 
only APOL. which ftands moft certainly for 4pol- 
linaris, as we find it at length in feveral Infcri- 
ptions of this very Legion [w]. And again, where 
they give us Gallicana, the Column has only GAL- 
LIC, which, ftands for Gallica fimply, as it often 
occurs [«], while the other hardly ever appears in 
fuch antient monuments, 


[s] See Boiffard. Antigq. Part. [wz] See Gruter, p. 31, 434, 
2. p. 102. BAG, GEO, See SRL, 
Gruter. Infcr. p. 513. Lw) Seesibap. agaess7, 
[4] See Lipf, ad Tacit. Hilt. 499, 513, 572, 493,455, 643. 
ae ©, 455 
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}UT now to return from this digreffion. Dr, 
M. in the laft place introduces Dio Caffius in his 
avour, ‘¢ who, he fays, iM catalogue of all the 
“¢ veteran Legions, which had been kept up to his 
; eign of il ufius, reckons three, 

which were each feverally called, in different 
mpire, by the name of the third 

<< Teojon; one a Ph pita one in Arabia, and 
one in Numidia; two others alfo called the 
fixth, one in Britain and one in Judea; and in 
«© the fame manner the /eventh, eighth, and tenth 
<< appear likewife to have been duplicates Lh i 
Now in-the firft place I am fomething at a lofs for 


the propriety (in point of language) : faying that 
veteran Legions were kept up from the reign of 
Aucuftus to Dio’s time, when the diftance between 


lefs than two hundred years. 


For a veteran Legion is ftrictly no other than a 
Legion of veterans or of o/d experienced foldiers, 


and the only way, 1n my apprehenfion, of keeping 
up fach veterans is by keeping the men alive and 
in pay, which could not be done, weare fure, with 
the fame men for two hundred years together ; 
and if ‘ide hb recruits would be neceflary often to 
keep up the very name of the Legion, it could not 
be veteran all along tht pees fuch a courfe of years, 
nor called fo without a very bold figure of fpeech, 
fach as Dio himfelf would not venture to ufe; and 
therefore he has not once ufed it in this extraor- 


dinary account. In the fecond place, the Doctor 


* > i [o) Ty; | " 
fy] Pref. Difc. p. 79. Dio. 1. lv. p. 
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by an Overfight has made duplicates of two Le- 
gions, which are evidently jimgle in .Dio’s text. 
For Dio himfelf, as to the feventh and eighth Le- 
gions, reckons only ove of each, though he fpeaks 
e the plural form of the of eGdouor and of oydooty 

he fevenths and ezghths ; which terms refer plain- 
ly to segfiela) the igi not directly to seglereda, 
his word for Legions. And to prove this. indi- 
{pu tably, if you take thefe Legions as duplicates, 


you A Il make the whole number of Dio’s Augu- 
ftean Legions two more than he intended, even 
Pets inftead of uineteen, as may eafily be 


found by cafting up the whole account. So tha 
the only duplicate Legions we are really concerned 
with, are the two fixths, the two tenths, and the 
three thirds, And truly if Dio muft be neceflarily 
underftood to fay, that all thefe duplicates were 
actually fubfifting together from Augu/tus downwards 
at one and the fame tim ne, I ae take the li 
queftion the truth of his relation, though I knowa 
good way to account for it, fo as ftill to re 
confiftent with all my Pofitions above [z]. But 
I fay, if that be the certain meaning of Dio, I 
very much queftion the ih of it, becaufe I finc 
it to be irreconcileable with another HC At who 
was a whole century nearer to 4uguftus, was him- 
felf both a Soldier ae a Conful of chee repute, a 
man alfo inquil fitive and learn ned, aa remarkably 
fkilled both in ue civil and military affairs of the 
Empire in the ages before him. The Writer I 


[<] See above, p.414. 
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mean 1s Tacitus, who appears to be particularly 
curious in thefe matters, and therefore thought it 
of confequence to inform us, what xumber of Ro- 
man Legions were fubfifting, and where they were 
feverally /fationed, upon the plan of Auguftus, in 
the firft years of Tiberius. Accordingly we learn 
from him [a], that eight Legions were placed on 
the Rhine as a guard both to Germany and the 
Gauls, three in Spain, two in Africa, two in Egypt, 
four in Syria, two in Pannonia, two in Mafia, and 
two in Dalmatia, befides the Pretorian Cohorts in 
the City itfelf; all which Legions amount in the 
whole to ¢wenty-five, the very number which Dio 
fays was, according to fome writers, kept up by 
Augufius, in the latter part of his reign, when he 
had fettled the army on a new eftablifhment, about 
AU. 758 [6], nine years before his death. Now 
indeed in the paflage above cited, Tacitus does not 
mention any particular names of thofe twenty five 
Legions ; but in other places of his Annals and 
Eiftory he {peaks often of many occafionally from 
one to twenty-one or twenty-two, and yet from be- 
ginning to end never gives the leaft intimation of 
fuch duplicate Auguftean Legions, and at the fame 
time does ‘mention other duplicates [c¢] of later times 


[a] Tacit. Annal. l.iv.c. prima Italica. Witt. 1.7. C.D. 
4, 5. 31,59, 64. 1. ii. ¢. Vi}. 225 435 

[4] See Dio. l.lv. p. 563. 43. 

Sueton. Auguift. c. 49. Legio feptima Claudiana, 

If, Cafaub. in loc. Legio feptima Galbiana. Hitt. 

(c] Thus he fpeaks of Le- 1. ii. ¢, 67, 85, 86. I. iti. c. 
$10 prima Adjutrix and Legio 7, 9. 


from 
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from the reign of Gal/éa. Is not this very ftrange 
and unaccountable, when by D7o’s account (as the 
Doétor interprets him). there fubfifted all along 
throughout the period of which Tacitus writes, 
no lefs than three third Legions, two fixths, and 
two tenths, of Auguftean original? For my part I 
think it to be morally impoffible, or at leaft incre- 
dible, that if any fuch had really fubfifted in the 
times he fpeaks of, fo knowing a man, and fo ac- 
curate a writer as Tacitus fhould either be ignorant 
of them, or if not ignorant fhould omit expreffing 
occafionally fuch material diftinctions of the Le- 
gions, when fuch an omiffion would render his ac- 
counts of things confufed and obfcure, and be in- 
deed an inexcufable blemifh to his work. And yet 
it is vifible to all that read him, that as to the du- 
plicates in Dio, he drops not a fyllable of them 
from Tiberius to Vefpafian, with whom he ends, 
ufing every where in his Aynals, which end in 
Nero, the plain general terms of legio tertia, fexta, 
and decuma {d], without any explication, and in 
his Hi/tory beginning with Galba, adding only to 
the fixth or tenth a {mall mark of diftinction, then 
recently introduced, of Hi/panica [e], or accita ex 
fiifpania, which had no relation to 4ugu/tus, nor 


[¢] Of the third, fee Annal. Of the tenth, Ann. 1. ii. c. 
L Suh VC. 40.004. XVy GO, 20,0 89.0 1. xivi. c2 6. 
File sly: pC. 70, Not. 7c. oa [e] Of the fixth, Hilt. 1. iv. 
85,90.) I Hi. c. 10,24 Tray, ¢68. cum 1. ii: ¢.4.4! 
C35549¢ Of the tenth, Hitt. 1. it. c. 
Of the fxd, Annal. Lii.c. ¢8.- 1. iii. .c. 44. 1. ivi, c. 76. 
Oe, Oi. 1, Xie GC. AOs de ave. 1s Vs CukOs20: 
c.6, 
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fi 2D 


poe any refpect to another Legion of the fame 
number. This being foro afe I fhoul d rather fup- 
pee Dio to be mifunderftood than egregioufly mz: 
jtaken in the point, or to ig thus e¢ exceffively with 
Tacitus, efpecially as I could fhew, that fuch has 
been his fate, to be fadly mifinterpreted, in many 
other inftances befides the prefent: A 


7 . ] } “3 1 ry ‘> a 
take him to mean, and what all his expreffions 

Wlhibatie hasten reais ore ee ee 
will eafily bear, amounts to no mor than this, that 


17 ] 
t 


all the remains of the Legions, which had been kept 
up from Auguftus, were in bis time in thofe ninetcen 


Legions only, of which he gives us a lift, viz. in the 
[e cond Augufta, the thirds, G Miss oka 10, iwheiiee 

e fourth Scythica, the fifth Macedonica, the tevo 
futb called the Viéfrix and Ferrea, the feventh 


t 4 7 2] y ] . Sih) ae pty 7) 
Claudiana, the si Sed Aucufta, the two tenths, Ge 


mina and another 1n * aan ds the eleventh b Clataein: 
the twelfth Fulminatrix, the thirteenth Gemina, 
the fourteenth Gemina, the fifteenth Apollinaris, 
and the two twentieths Valeriana and Vidfrix, al\ 
which. together made up the number nineteen. Not 
] 


that fo many thirds, or Jixths, or tenths, or twen- 


tieths were formed by Augujius nimielft, ana tran{- 
mitted to his Succeffors, but that thefe which were 


duplicates in Dio’s time, and had been made fo b 
the act of fome late Emperors, preferved the said 
remains of tole Legions, whic ch by continual fup- 
i lements had bee: Faric ding from the time of 4u- 
guftus, and which ‘alfo in -former days had been 
fing gle Legions with one numeral charaéter to each. 
And the manner in which thofe which were once 
Jingle Legions, became afterwards duplicates, we 


may 
-I 
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may fuppofe to be this; that in procefs of time, 
by many various accidents, feveral Auguftean Le- 
ions became totally extiné?, as we find here by 
Dio was the cafe of the jirft, ninth, fixteenth, [e- 
venteenth, eighteenth, nineteenth, in bis days, (which 
yet were moft of them, if not all, as entire as 
any other in the days of Tacitus [¢]) and when 
fuch was the cafe, the fubfequent Emperors well 
Knowing the extraordinary value of fuch Legions, 
(who no doubt from the fenfe of their high ori- 
ginal in Auguftus were fired with a fupereminent 


{pirit of honour and valour) were willing to make: 


themfelves amends for the lofs of fome by, as it 
were, multiplying the others which were remaining. 
o 
one fuch Legion into ¢wo or three parts, each 
which fhould be the famen, as it were, of a difting 
Legion, ftill bearing in common the fame old nu~ 
meral characters, and communicating each to the 
frefo men, who were to fill up the Legionary com- 
plement, that peculiar pride and prowefs, which 
fo often had done eminent fervice to the State. 
And that fuch was the /ae rife or occafion of the 


o 5 
And this was to be done by dividine the foldiers of 
QO 


[e] This very difference be- Of the minth Leg. Annal. 1, 
tween the times before Tacitus, iv. c. 23.1, 4: C9253 8, cnt 
and thofe after him, confirms: 1. iii. c. 22% 
very much my account of the Of the fxteenth, Ann. 1. i, 
duplicates in Dio, and indeed cc. 37> Finke Bae. reo leis 
direéts us to it when atten- c. 22. 


tively confidered. See Tacitus Of the eighteenth, Hitt. li. 
of the old fr/? Leg. Annal. 1.i. ¢. 18, 66. 1. iii. 22. 

C. 31, 37,44. Hift. lic. 50. Of the nineteenth, Anw. 1.1, 
Liv. C. 103 Ze. Da7 2; C. 31. Hiftolait eyo, 
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duplicates mentioned by Dio, and that all of them 
came up after Tacitus wrote, we may farther col- 
ee from hence, that otherwife thefe duplicates, 

ith the feveral other Legions mentioned by Tacz- 
tus as ferving at the fame time, would in the 
whole have exceeded confiderably the number of 
twenty-five Legions, which were the moft, as both 
Dio and Tacitus teftify, that were ever kept up 
from the laft ten years ef duguftus to at leaft the 
ieath of Demitian. So that all things confidered, 
Dio C Alhius will at laft afford very Sincslies affiftance 
to Dr. 14’s hy pothefis 


I fhall only add now, to conclude the whole, 
remarkable teftimo ny of our fide from antient coins. 
Vaillant, with Merellius, and Exechiel Spanheim, im- 


proving on Urfinus’s collections, has produced to us 
a feries of tt Sewe our coins Of Antony while Tri- 
umvir, with the names on the reverfe of fo many 
Legions in their numeral order os one to fwenty- 
four, aS LEXG. PRI. LEG, Il. LEG. HIS [) Se. 
‘And in all thefe no duplicates are fo much as inti- 
mated of the third, fourth, prin tenth, or any 
other in the whole feries. Which may ferve as a 
good collateral argument to fhew us, that as yet no 
duplicates of that fort were known in the Empire. 
Indeed M. Faillant and fome others in iluftrating 
thefe coins have dropped expreffions, which in 


[7] See Vaillant. Fam.Rom. Tom. IT. Po23l, 237. 

p. 146, feg. Vol. I. Conf. Urfin. Fam. Rom. p. 
Morel. Num. Conful. Vol. 24, feq. 

Mi ‘T abs Ant. 7 8, 9,10. Vol. Patin, Mam. Rom. y. Ant. 

AI, p 28. Ed. Havere. Hardwin. Hult. Aug. p. 695. 
i. Spanb, Uf. Numifm. Fol, 


. fome 


of the Roman Lecrons, A 


dome degree favour Dr. M4’s notion. But they 
were founded on nothing elfe but a grofs mifinter- 
pretation of the paflage of Dio above-cited, with 
two or three others in Appian, and five old coins 
with the names of Leg. Prim. Autiquae, Leg. XU. 
Antiquae, Leg. XVIL Claficae. Lee. XVIU. Li- 
bycae, and Leg. XX. Hifpdnicae ; to explain which 
Legends fufficiently, and thofe pafiages of Appian 
above-hinted, in oppofition to many various mif 
conftructions, would require another Letter like 
this in fize, which mutt be {pared at prefent, how 
defective foever this may feena without it. 
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A. 


CTS of Cicero, what 
A meant by the word,1 56. 
Adoption, how family- 
names changed by it, 65 [a]. 
Alcuin, a reftorer of Letters, 
and well acquainted with C:- 
cero’s Writings, 15 
Jnnius of Viterbo, his forge- 
ries, 43, 62. 

Antonys, the three Brothers why 
called Triumviri, 113 [e]. 
—Caius, deprived of the Pro- 
vince of Macedonia by the 
Senate, 296. when taken pri- 
foner by M. Brutus, 286. 

how treated by him, 296. 

— Marcus, his attempts againtt 
Cicero’s life,127—g. charged 
Cicero and OGavius with 
forming a defign of aflafii- 
nating him, 139, 40. endea- 
voured to get Odavius de- 
clared an enemy to the State, 
148. at what time he left 
the city to enter on the war, 
141.152. how he quitted 
the fiege of Modena, 262. 
and gained reception from 
Lepidus, 305. when declared 
an enemy, 401, 


Appian, his miftakes copied by 
the Sophift, 181, 2. 401. his 
facts anticipated by him, 
235.337. vindicated againit 
him, 226. 387. made great 
ufe of Ofavius’s Commen- 
taries, 226. 

Afconius Pedianus, his age ; 
mentions fpurious Orations 
againit Cicero, 49. 

Atticus {applied Brutus in his 
abfence, and took care of his 
family, 68. performed kind 
offices to Axtoxy upon what 
motives, 113. correéted and 
publifhed Cicero’s works, 79. 
approved and correéted the 
fecond Philippic, 113 [e]. re- 
markable for political {aga- 
city, 113. 344. 

Attica, daughter of Apticus, 
when born, 165. married to 
Agrippa, 169. 

Augurate, candidate for it to 
be regularly prefent, 335. 

Aufonius mentions {purious Let- 
ters of Cicero, 51. correéted, 
ibid. [e]. 

Aufpices, for the eleGion of 
Confuls, on whom they de- 
volved in the vacancy of the 
Confulthip, 322. 329. 
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Bacon, 


e— Marcu 


Te RD, 


B. 


Roger, fwudied Cicero, 
20, I. 
Bede, a matter of polite arts and 
spentines of Cicero, 15 
rutus, Decimus, called Brutus 
“ab fedinghys 185, 6. 190. his 
authority greater than that 
of the other conspirators, 
18 8. his eruption out of iiZo- 
dena confequential to the vi- 
ne ry obtained there, 262 
4. gained the decree of a 
tring Pape sas it, eng 26x, 
his ne 


r dee, 385. O &avius’s 
committed to 
64. had thoughts of 
hed iont ulfhip upon the death 
of the Confuls, 233, 4. kil- 
led, 284. 
us, his genuine Letters 
to his friends, Sou 72S Z: 
153.297. to Czcero, 81. 82 
[a]. 92. 98,9. 102. 107. 
181. 297. 396. to Atticus, 
9g. 102. 107. 181. 396. 
written in Phar falia, gl. 
Spusions, Pee yak, Po 
64. what meant by his Arf 
and laft Letters in Plutarch, 
153. his book upon virtue 
cited by Petrarch, 21 [R]. 
See farther, Petrarch. Op. 


>. 762. his book in praife of 


Cain g2—4. his ftyle and 
manner of eloquence vindi- 
cated, 55.94, 5- 98. caufe 
of obfcurity in his writings, 
<5. his notions of Oratory 
cifferent from Cicero’s, 99. 

his fev ere reflection up- 
en Cicero's death, 71. vindi- 


Ca ‘far, 


Canutius, 


Ee 


cated from the imputation of 
fiercenefs and haughtinefs, 
54. concerning the exorbi- 
tant intereft his friends took, 
87, 8. his temper, 154. per- 
fonally difguited at Oavius, 
153. what opportunities he 
loft as Pretor, after Ce/ar’s 
death, 193- continued with 
Caffius in the city, 194. 209. 
yee they left it, 211. when 
hey left Italy, 151, 2. the 
mdciete of his forces when 
he feized Macedonia, 239, 40. 
his firft exprefs concerning 
his affairs there, when ar- 
rived, 69. his fecond, 286. 


Cc. 


Celius, M. his Oration againft 


C. Antony cited by Fobn of 
Salifbury 19 [c]. 

Fulius, a colleétion of 
his familiar Epiftles poffeffed 
by Petrarch, 21 [k]. his de- 
fignation of Magiftrates for 
a number of years, ror. 
number and names of his Le- 
gions, 416——-21. his Com- 
mentaries corrected, 419 [m7]. 
Cicero’s character of them, 


Ap 
Bale Je 


Calvus, Licinius, his literary 


controverfy with Cicero on 
the fubjeét of Eloquence, 98. 
the Tribune, com- 
pared with Cicero for in- 
veighing again{t Aatony,139. 


Ca/faubon, his judgment of the 


Epiftle to O@avius, 33. 


1 


Cafca, called a murderer by 


the Gah petted Cicero, 158. 


Ca/ fius, Caius when he arrived 


in Sys ia, and tool, th > Le- 
gions 


ord 


gions there, 273. the num- 
ber of them, 270. the com- 
miffon of the war againit 
Dolabella decreed to him a- 
lone by the true Cicero, 253. 
See M. Brutus. 

—~Lucius, the part he acted 
in killing Cez/ar, 209. 
Cenfors, Patrician Magiltrates, 
and for the moft part quin- 
quennial, 329. 

Cicero, Marcus, his books De 
Rep. extant in the 10" Cen- 
tury, 18. and probably in 
the 12%, 20, his Hortenfius 
cited in the 12th and 13% 
Centuries, ibid. his books 
Of Glry pofiefled by Pe- 
trarch, 25. when feveral of 
his works loft, 42. his Let- 
ters to Aiticus, the prefent 
colleétion of them not intire, 
67. preferved and publithed 
by Atticus, 76. why not in- 
ferted among the familiar, 
84. printed before 1470, 22 
[m]. explained, 94.113 [e]. 
167. 200. imitated by the 
Sophift, 136 [4]. 157. 383. 
his Letters to Brutus, genuine, 
70, 81,2; 89, 90.93.96,97, 
8. 100, 1, to Ofavius, ge- 
nuine, 51. 82. fpurious, 9. 
33.172. 400. to Cerellia, 
genuine, 52. {purious, 51. 
to his Son, 82. 298. extant 
in the 12" Century, 28. and 
probably in the 14", 33 [=]. 
to 9. Axius, 82. to Ful. Ca- 
far, 80. 82. 86. 100. to Li- 
cin, Cafvus, publifhed in 
Cicere’s life-time, 80. 98. 
to Caffizs, 83,5. to Caro, 
ibid. to Dolabella, 33. 36. 
to Herod, Gorgias, and Pe- 
dops in Greek, 298. to Corz. 


"J 


Lr 


Nepos, 75. to Panfa, 82. to 
Pompey, 82, 86. the colle- 
ating of Peso Letters not 
owing to Tro, 74—6—84, 
many ; volume es of them loft, 
82. how they were origi- 
nally divided, 83. familiar, 
neither antient nor proper 
itle of a general collection 
af Cicero's Letters, 73. 85. 
fome Letters of this colleétion 
now loft which were extant in 
12° Century, 28. none bear 
higher date than the year af- 
ter Cicero’s Confulfhip, 82. 
great diforder in their prefent 
difpofition, 84. why the genu- 
ine Letters to Brutus inferted 
among them, and not the fu- 
fpected ones, 74—~86. corre- 
aes 139[p]. imitated by the 
ophift, 157.254. 279. 300. 
304. 305.320. 329.333.361, 
2. 383,4.393 —Jealouties | be- 
tween engi and Antexy even 
before Cz/far’s death, 127. 
207. his oratorial ceconomy 
with regard to faéts, ibid.[ x]. 
78. his grofs complaifance 
to Antony at the time he 
looked upon him as the de- 
ftru€tion of the Republic, 
128 [7]. made his court to 
Ogavius from his firft land- 
ing at Naples, 134—8. his 
agreement yh him before 
the mediation of Oppis, 142, 
145——8. his referve con- 
cerning his pe olitical mea- 
fures even to Atticus, 141— 
3. his cowardly deferting 
the Republic, 10. 216. 
leaving the city, 206-—~8, 
owns himfelf biaffled to hi 
ftorical partiality by a lega- 
cy, 210 [g]. not fo ealy for 


f 4. him 


ar 


stp Pie Sama > a | 


— 


aoa 


is 


: 
LS 


him to get the Confulfhip, 
as Dr. M._ reprefe nts, 2 
[e] vindicated again{t t 
fufpected Letters, with re- 
gard to his blaming Ofa- 
viussattempt upon the Con- 
fulfhip, 230. and with re- 
gard to his calli ng Cafaa 
murderer, 162, and with re- 
gard to Atticus’s fending to 
Brutus only a ge of es 
Letter to Odfavius, 172. his 
to wis it 
ha ppen, how far to be 
extended, 342, 3. upon what 
grounds he might forefee a 
ree 


om 


divining faculty. as 


t 
if 
1 


woul d 


g 
turn of affairs for the worfe, 
Qe, 2. the peculiar chara- 
cer of his ftyle and compo- 


oO 


474-—— 8. his artful 
1er of tranfition and of 


ino what he would 
e 
not exprefs, 374, 5. his ex- 
> fe jhe mr 
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405. his acquaintance 


eminent lawyers, z47d. 
Son, preferred by MM. 


af eee ee | ewe ae 
rutus after he had expreffed 


i@°) 


himielf with feverity againft 
~ _— 


the Father, 118. made Priett 
by Auguffus. 338. 

—— Quintus threat aan to kill 
his Father and Uncle, 77. 


y ar 


ih name barrens in 
Lt, tre As time, 40. 
i two branches 
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Lucius, who he was, 
! Pighius or 
how long 


ben Xe 


he might be Tribune eleé& 
upon the Dr’ s principle, 360- 
Column, in the area of che’ Ca- 
pitol, the antiquity of it, 
426. ill reprefented by Dr. 
M. from Lipfus’s Tacitus, 
re 
Conditio, the proper meaning 
of the word, 169. 
not the neceffary 
confequence of being ad- 
judged an enemy to the State, 
371 [x]. how the laws 
were diverfified upon this 
head, 372. extended farther 
under Arcadius and Honorius, 
CR i 
Confuls, who to hold the af- 
femblies of the Senate in 
heir abfence, 295. 325. con- 
ftitutional method of electing 
them in the eg of the 
office, 322 4). 327. extra- 
ordinary methods ufed in 
the cafes of oa Cefar and 
Ofavius, 324, 326. only 
one Conful ufually eae 
in the elections, 337. the 
age required for the Confal 
fhip by the annuary laws, 
228. 


Conjifcation, 


5B 


Dates of Letters, 243—6. 261. 
Dio explained concerning the 
Legions kept up from 4z- 
ee time, 432. probably 
rave occafion to Cicero’s fpu- 
rious Letters to Cerellia, 51. 
tranfcribed Seu) see Sophift, 

235% 207 ceeecor, 206. 
Dolabella, falfely feat by 
the fufpeéted ee to be 
refufed reception by the Rho- 
dians a 


ly <Nw Drtkha Xs 


dians, and to be routed and 
put to flight, 251 [y]. 


E. 


Eginhart, his hiftory of Charles 
the Great, 15. 

Erafmus, his account of the 
Epiltle to Ofavius, 10, II. 
his interpretation of one of 
the fufpected Letters, 30 
{r]. ranks the Greek Letters 
under Brutus’s name in the 
fame clafs with thofe of 
Phalaris, not the Latin ones, 


53° 
F, 


Fabricius, his account of Pe- 
trarch’s firft difcovering Ci- 
cero’’s genuine Epiftles ill- 
founded, 27—9. 

Forgeries, occafions, ends, and 
ules of them, 36—8. 56. 62. 
Under Accius’s name, 37. 
Plautuss, 44. Cates, 36. 
Cafar’s, 42[b}]. 45.46. Ci- 
cero’s, 10.11. 26, 38. 42. 
48.49. 50.51.61. Brutus’s 
52. 311. Salluf?s, 47. 50. 
C. Antony's, 49. Catiline’s, 
ibid. Atticus’s, 35. Corn. Ne- 
pos’s, ibid. 50 [6]. Horace’s, 
St. Paul’s, and Seneca’s, ibid. 
Mithridates’s, 54. Ful. Cel- 
fuss, 37. Petrarch’s, ibid. 
forgery detected by him, 
Az. forgeries in the follow- 
ing ages, 43. early practice 
of writing Orations and Epi- 
ftles under antient names, 
A7. 50. 59,60. when the 
fufpected Letters feverally 
made their appearance in the 


world, and how far gained 
approbation, 407, 8. 


G. 
Gellius, how he diftinguifhed 


between PJlautus’s genuine 
and fpurious comedies, 377. 

Gerardus Landrianus falfely re- 
ported to have recovered {e- 
veral of Cicero’s pieces, 23. 

Gerbertus, or Silvefter II. a 
ftudier of ftyle and collector 
of Cicero’s works, 18. 

Gordianus, fenior, compofed 
Poems under the titles of 
Cicero’s, 61. 

Grevius, miftaken in his opi- 
nion of Cicero’s anfwer to 
Brutus on the death of Tu/- 
lia, 81. 

Guardianfbip, to whom the right 
of it belonged, when no legi- 
timate or teftimentary Guar- 
dians, 92. 


Es 


Hirtius, led out his army in 
Fanuary 318. killed at the 
battle of Modena, 260, 4. 

Hoffman, miltaken in his ac- 
count of fome of Cicero's 
pieces being firft brought in- 


to Italy, 23. 
tie 


Inftrumentum regni, ufed for a 
writing by the Sophift, the 
language of a later age, 
237 
3°7- 

Interrex, on what events cho- 
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Foba of Salifbury, a learned 

~ and elegant writer, 19. cites 
Cicero’s books and Letters 
now loft, 20, 28, 

Fulianus Salvius, 404. 

F ulius Capitolinus, corrected by 
Cafaubon, 61 [0]. 

—Celfus, hiftory of Cefar’s 

Life under his name, when 

written, 21. 


K. 


J 


Kalendar Roman, fimple names 
of perfons not afcribed to 
the days in Cicere’s time, 


thid. 

Lambertus Scafnab urgenfis , his 
hiftory a {urprifing work, 
18. 

Latro, Porcius, a Writer of Ora- 
tions under eminent names, 
47. 50. 

Law, Gabinian, fet afide bonds 

Provincial Loans, 88 

-—— Fulian, concerning armed 
er public Force, and con- 

cerning private Force, 372. 

—— concerning Treafon, 368 

——— Whether any Julian Law 
concerning the Priefthoods, 
336. 

——Pedian, Brutus and Caf- 
fias banithed by it, 368 
fo]. 

Laws, againft Particulars, void 


in themfelves, 368. 
T 


ror 
] 
ae 


Legions, not two of the 
name tll 


numerical 


X. 


times of the Emperors, 237. 

22, what number of them 
in the fervice of the Repu- 
blic againft Antony, 270, 1. 
what kept up by Auguffus, 
430. thofe raifed in diftant 
Provinces numerically diftin- 
guifhed, not from the order 
in which the refpective Ge- 
nerals raifed them, but from 
the order in which they re- 
{pected other Legions ther 
fubfifting, 415. whence Le- 
gions not denominated by 
fuch high numbers in later 
times as under the firft Em- 
perors, 421. 

Lepidus, defigned by the Re- 
publicans to have been killed 
with M. Antony, 201. went 
over to him after the battle 
of Modena, but not fufpeéted 
before, 303.308. for what 
reafons confented to the pro- 
{cription of his brother Paw/- 
fus, 309, 10. declared an e- 
neiny to the Commonwealth, 
but his eftate not confifcated, 
37%. 

Livy, copied by the Sophift, 
330. 

Lucas de Penna, his Inquiry 
after Cicero’s rare or lott 
PIECES, “Zest. 

Lupus Ferrarienfis, a ftudier of 
polite Letters and collector 
of Cicero’s writings, 16. had 
duplicates of his Epiftles, 17. 


M. 


Malafpina, his account of the 
order of Cicero's Epiftles in 
Petrarch’s copy to be doubt- 
ed of, 34. 

Manutius, Paullus, the be 
Commentator upon the fu- 

fpected 


INDE  X. 


fpected Letters, 12. often mi- 
ftakes their fenfe out of an 
endeavour to reconcile them 
to true hiftory, 231 [vz]. 313 
[ p]. puzzled about what Dr. 
M. in vain attempts to folve, 
322, 3.8. accounts clearly 
for the true Cizcero’s predi- 
ction of danger to Brutus, 
which yet inconfiftent with 
the fufpected Cicero, 351— 
4. contefles the want of La- 
tin in him, 381 [4]. 386 
Leis 

Marcellinus, Ammianus, cites 
fome work of Cicero now loft, 
383 [z]. 

Marcellus, O&avius’s brother- 
in-law, his caution in fup- 
porting him, 147. 

Marriage, how foon to be ce- 
lebrated after efpoufals, 170, 
Augufius’s Law concerning it, 
ibid. 

Memoria, wled for a monument 
not till later ages, 386. 

Meffalla, the fuppofed Cicero’s 
commendation of him, 179. 

Middleton, Dr. miftakes the 
queftion, 122.181.215.233. 
343, 6. 245.202.264.260, 
299. 306. 307. 339. 341, 2. 
348.349. 352-397. begs it, 
44.180. 214.219. 245.253. 
2012 307+) 3120218s018 05: 
398, g. inconfiftent with him- 
felf, 8, 9. 55. 56.57. 74 
IGP. 112, lid. Geb Z201 25; 
U2 TAQ ENSOL LOT 1OA. 
LOD) Lu 2 dee, 
182.3. 190,3502, toga G7. 
SOF. 205) Ris iweeer 224. 
202 ePI@bo ZAR VACA. 269, 
2700 283.0200 203 ug ee. 
307+313-310.325. 355[/]. 
359, 60. 365.367, 8. proves 
againit himfelf, 74.145. 188. 
356, 7+ 359. 368. 400, ars 


gues 4 priors concerning facts, 
13. 30. 44. 119. 407. urges 
{uppofitions of facts for proofs, 
166. 194. 196. 197. 198. 
219. °237, 249, 250. 268. 
279. 286, 288. 293. 310. 
318. 323. 324. 339. over- 
looks evidence, I15. 142. 
180. 200. 209. 227. 246. 
274. 292. 356. 365. 394. 
objections, 159. 235. 255. 
310. 332. 346. 365. 379 
[ p]. mifreprefents his adver- 
fary, 182. 202. 225 [el]. 
229. 276. 285. g29, 338. 
341+ 347+ 349 394- 395- 
og [2.] 


Mithridates, fictitious name of 
a Sophift,who anfwered Bra- 
tus’s Greek Letters, 54. 

Modena, D. Brutus blocked up 
there, and fet at liberty, 
242. 263. the two victories 
obtained there, the latter 
feveral days after the other, 
259, 60. 

Mongault, vindicated again 
Dr, M. 188. 201. 


N. 


Nepas, Corn. his account of Ci- 
cero’s and Afticus’s forefight 
of what would happen, 341. 


344. 

Nonius, Marcellus, his age and 
authority, 5. 37.64. a ge- 
nuine Reading reftored to 
him, 65 [a]. 


O. 


Occurrere occafioni, the mean- 

ing of the phrafe, 315. 
Oavius, his Epigrams and 
Epiftles extant in the 14% 
Century, 21 [4]. at what 
time he fet out from follo- 
Nias 
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nia,131. hisambitious claims 
of fucceflion to his Uncle 
Cafar, 132, 3. impofed on 
Cicero, and recommended by 
him to the Sena ate, 140, I. 
when he left the city to en- 
ter on the war, 152. decreed 
to be Proprztor with the or- 
naments of a Conful, not of 
a Pretor, as Dr. M. fuppofes, 
219. his conduét at the battles 
of Modena, 259. 265. had 
the honour of two Ovations 
only, 165. when he entered 
into league with Axztony and 
Lepidus, and demanded the 
Confulfhip, 232. 
Oracles, in what credit with 
the great men of Rome, 
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Paulus, j ulius, 404. 
when he fet forward 
Rome to join Hirtius 
near sag na, 289. on what 
day he died after the battle 
there, 260 
Radbertus, his 


ro fb * LT 7 
of Cicero’s EI 


Dy 
fanfa, 


from 


iy 


cha- 

racter oquence 

and Books of Invention, 17. 

Paterculus, not miitaken by 
Mongault, 188. 190 . 208, 
exp lained by hauls 19 
[zw]. 

Patricius, 
of the recovery 
Pieces, 23. 

Petrarch, his age, 6. poffefied 
of all Cicero’s works as in- 
tire as we have them at this 
day, 22.1 28regqn[ alee iis 
account of the ftudy of C:- 
cero in his own and former 
ages, 39—42. a great col- 
le€tor of Cicero’s writings, 

t 


his miftaken account 
* Cicero's 


24. recovered two Orations 
bearing Cicero's name, 25,6. 
and the firft book of ‘the fu- 
{pected Letters with the Epi- 
{tle to Ofavius, 27.31,2. but 
nothing elfe of Cre S25. 
how he difcovered the Phi- 
lofophical Difputations under 
a alf fe title to be his, 377. 

Philippics, 1 approved by Caf- 

fius before he left Italy, not 

the ii, as Dr. M, fuppofes, 
51. feveral fuppofed in the 
fuypeéted Letters to have been 

feen by M. Brutus, 160,1. 

the ii. when finifhed, 149. 

redundant, though written in 

the decline of lifes 3-78. 

X, XI, xii, xili, when fpo- 

ken, 277. xi. 279. x. 284. 

the title HF recs by 

whom affigned to them, 298 
[p]. imitated by the Author 
of the fufpeéted Letters, 213, 
25354. "27 2a 402, 2. 
4, 6. 390, 2, 3. 

Philippus, OGavius’s father-in- 
law, always fufpected him, 
136, 8. 147. 

Photius, mentions Brutus’s Greek 
Letters as {purious, 53. 

Plancus, a Candidate for the 
Confulfhip upon the death of 
the Confuls, 235. his firft 
Letter to the Senate, when 
read, 301. his private Letter 
to Cicero fent afterwards 
jumbled with it, 302. his 
account of his forces before 
the battle of Modena, 353 
[d}. 

Plau tus, confounded with Plau- 


ius, an antient comic Poet, 


aa 


: 6 ee 
Plutarch, 
tus's Letters 


his extraéts of Bru- 
to Cicero and At- 


bICUS, 
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bicus, 107, 8. vindicated, 
110, an emendation pro- 
pofed, 111. his teftimony of 
‘himfelf vindicated. from the 
mifreprefentation of Dr. M. 
119Q—124. vindicated from 
negligence in opening the 
grounds of Cicero's firft Phi- 
Lippic, 126—130. charged 
with faying what he does not 
fay,131. miftaken in making 
M. Brutus the author of fav- 
ing M. Antony, 181, 2. why 
not fo in his account of Ci- 
cero’s joining with Ofavius 
to get the Confulfhip, 225 
—7. vindicated from want 
of curiofity, 297. his Lives 
of Demofthenes and Cicero 
the fifth book of his parallel 
Lives, 120. his general me- 
thod in writing them, 124. 
his Morals, on what occa- 
fions compofed, 120 [d]. 
how he might colle& from 
Cicero's Epiftles the real 
caufe of Mucia’s divorce,375. 
often copied by the Author of 
the fufpected Letters, 1o9— 
H11. 156. 181, 2.235.284. 
296. 298 [p]. 312. 367. 
faw none of them relating 
to C. Antony, 299. 

Poggius did not difcover the 
intire collef&tion of Cicero’s 
Ep. to Atticus, and other of 
his Pieces, 23. 

Pollio, Afinius, how he proved 
an Oration under Cefar’s 
name to be fpurious, 46. 

Porcia, the extraordinary man- 
ner of her killing herfelf, 
when fhe received the news 
fher husband Brutus’s death, 
$T13 12. 

Pretors, elections of them ne- 
ver made by a Pretor, 324. 


Prieft, Minor, might be eleéted 
when abfent, 335. eleétions 
of them not annual, but when 
there happened to be vacan- 
cies in the colleges, 336. me- 
thod of eleétions, 339 [p]. 
Laws concerning them, how 
varied, 336, 

Prifcian,his Grammatical Com- 
mentaries, when written, Ly 


Q. 


Quintilian, thought Salluf?’s in- 
vective againit Cicero genu- 
ine, 47. fragments preferved 
by him of the genuine Let- 
ters between Cicero and Bru- 
tus, 89. 92, 3. 97. 100.102. 
his account of Brutus’s, 98. 
his character of their elo- 
quence different from Dr. 
Ms, 96, 97. 


R. 


Riodians, refufed admittance to 
Lentulus with the forces of 
the Republic, 2¢1 [y]. See 
Dolabella. 


S. 


Scevola, Cerbidius, 404. 

2, Mucius, 405. 

Secouffz, his charge againft P/u- 
tarch, 121, 182. 

Se@, the peculiar ufe of the 
word in the fufpeéted Letters, 
266. 

Senate, the order in which 
the opinions were ufually 
taken there, 222. the Pre- 
tor im the abfence of the 
Confuls, called it and pre- 
fided in it, 295 [c]. or Tri- 
bunes, 325. Patrician Sena- 

tors, 
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tors, on whomh the Aujfpices 
devolved when Sy were no 
Confuls, 322 [¢]. 327. 

Serenus Sammonicus, his age, 5. 
his Hiftory extant in the 12"? 
Century, 19 [c]. 

Servilia, Cicero over-awed by 
her prefence, 200. 

Servius, a fragment preferved 
by him from the firft book 
of Cicero’s Letters to Brutus, 


‘ale 


90. 
Sidonius Apollinaris, rifrepre- 
fented by 1 Petrarch, 59. cor- 
reéted by Cc a faut bon, 60 fz]. 
Sivvebtus: led into a miftake by 
to Ofavius, 33. 
Style, admitted by Dr. M. as a 
certain teit of the genuine- 
106. how 
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far difting rl fhable, 377. 

imitated by the Au- 
it ufp yecte d Letters, 
of the Ep. to O4a- 
401 rx] . cites fome 
writing of Cicero now loft, 
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Tacitus, the Dialogue afcribed 
to him mentions the faults 
which Cicero and Brutus 


found with each other’s Elo- 


quence, 98. his character, 
429. his account of the Le- 


ions of the Empire in the 
firft years of Tiberius, 430. 

Tiro, fee Cicero. 

Titianus, Fulius, the Father, a 
great imitator of the bet La- 
tin Writers, $9. 4.04. of Ci- 
cero's Epiftles in his Letters 


under eminent names, 66. 

——The Son, a Profeflor of 
Eloquence, in great Repute, 
ibid. 

Trebatius, 405. 

Trebonius, inftrumental in favy- 
ing Antony, 187, murdered 
by “Dolabella, 276. when the 
news of his death arrived at 
Rome, 27 

Tribunes, not ‘exeufed long ab- 
fence from the city, 360 [s]. 
elect, in <Antony’s camp be- 
fore Modena, ibid. 

Trogus, Bi pldat his Hiftory 

extant in the 12‘ Century, 


19 [c.] 
V. 


Varro, fome of his works, now 
loft, were extant in the r2th 


Century, 19 [c]. his colle- 
€tion of Plautuss genuine 
Comedies, 44 [e}. how he 


diftinguifhed them from the 
purious, 377. 

Ventidius, at what time he join- 
ed Antony after the battle of 
Modena, 261 {a}. 

Vetus, Antiftiius, Brutus’s fup- 
pofed charaéter of him, 315. 
the times of his coming to 
Rome and return, according 
to the fufpected Letters, 317 
—21, 

Vittorius, Petrus, the beft Cri- 
tic upon Czcera, 10. defended 
the Ep. to Ofavius as Dr. 
M. does the fufpected ones, 
12. detested the forgery of 
Cicere’s: and Salluj?’s inve- 
ctives againft each other, 47. 
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